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ABSTRACT
Prior to the discovery of the Qumran and Judaean Desert scrolls and fragments, text-critical schol-
ars conducted their investigation of textual variation by means of manuscript stemma, among
which 픐 and its associated scribal school was the golden rule. With nearly seventy years of re-
search now complete, scholars have emended their methodological framework to account for
variation by means of the scribal practices of the Second Temple era. To analyze textual variation
vis-à-vis scribal practices and approaches has required that scholars incorporate historical linguis-
tics into existing philological methods. The linguistic categories of orthography, phonology, and
morphology have received a significant amount attention, mostly in Emanuel Tov's Non-Aligned
theory. However, syntax has received little attention. To test the hypothesis that syntax should like-
wise be incorporated into transmission theory methodology, several case studies from the Judaean
Desert Isaiah corpus are presented. The conclusion of the present study affirms that syntax offers a
viable method to account for the extant readings witnessed in the Judaean Desert Isaiah corpus.
iv
CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.0. Introduction: A Statement of the Problem
A collation of variants extant, based on the synoptic study of the material available, either 
by a comparison of parallel passages within one Version, or of the major Versions with 
each other, results in the conclusion that the ancient authors, compilers, tradents and 
scribes enjoyed what may be termed a controlled freedom of textual variation. The exact 
limits of this “variation-scope,” though, cannot be accurately established intuitively, nor 
can they be gauged from mere sample collations. An investigation into this matter, based 
on a thorough and comprehensive synopsis of all types of variants, glosses, intentional 
modifications, etc., which can be ascertained in our sources is an urgent desideratum.1
The discovery of the Judaean Desert manuscripts2 provides corroborating evidence that the He-
brew Bible is the product of sophisticated scribal processes whereby textual transmission was sus-
ceptible to various Fortschreibung or relecture.3 Textual development and inner-interpretive and
exegetical growth had, prior to the discovery of the scrolls, largely remained within the scholarly
discourses of historical critical methodology, envisaged as ‘higher criticism.’ As for text-critical
1 Shemaryahu Talmon, “The Textual Study of the Bible — A New Outlook,” in The Textual Study of the Bible —
A New Outlook (ed. F.M. Cross; Cambridge: Hardvard University Press, 1975); 326.
2 By using the description of “Judaean Desert manuscripts,” I mean the documents found in the last 60 years 
in the regions of Qumran, Wadi Daliyeh, Ketef Jericho, Khirbet Mird, Wadi Nar, Wadi Ghweir, Wadi Murabbaʾat, Wadi 
Sdeir, Naḥal Ḥever, Naḥal Ḥever/Seiyal, Naḥal Mishmar, Naḥal Seʾelim, and Masada. For a complete list of the manu-
scripts and/or scrolls found, see Emanuel Tov, “A Categorized List of All the "Biblical Texts" Found in the Judaean 
Desert,” DSD 8/1 (2001): 67–84. Emanuel Tov, The Texts from the Judaean Desert: Indices and An Introduction to the Dis-
coveries of the Judaean Desert Series (DJD 39; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002), 27–114; Emanuel Tov, Revised Lists of the 
Texts from the Judaean Desert (Leiden: Brill, 2010).
3 These terms have become ubiquitous for describing interpretive and exegetical accretions in the overall 
process of transmission. See, e.g., John Van Seters, The Edited Bible: The Curious History of the 'Editor' in Biblical Criti-
cism (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 295; Karel van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007), 125; Andrew D Teeter, “The Hebrew Bible and/as Second Temple 
Literature: Methodological Reflections,” DSD 20/3 (2013): 349–377.
1
studies or ‘lower criticism,’ scholars conceived of textual transmission, leading up to 1947 and even
beyond, in terms of ‘recensions,’ ‘archetype,’ or Urtext.4 Assessment of textual differences operated
under the paradigm of text qua text. That is, critical assessment proceeded to evaluate variants in
terms of manuscript stemma—a comparative philological analysis of several manuscripts. The
pre-Masoretic and Masoretic Text5 (픐) was preeminent among the manuscript families (MSS) of
the Septuagint (픊) and Samaritan Pentateuch (⅏).6 The Qumran scrolls, however, served as a cata-
lyst for scholars to reevaluate, among other things, the precedence of 픐 and its associated scribal
culture in text critical theories.7 What is more, the Qumran scrolls have provided sufficient evi-
4 For a comprehensive survey of the theoretical development the ‘recensions’ in the twentieth-century, see 
Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3rd ed. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2013), 155–180.
5 When it is necessary to make a distinction between Masoretic Texts, of which B19A and Aleppo Codex are 
most frequently cited, I use 픐L and 픐A respectively. Should any other Masoretic witness enter the discussion, I adopt
the sigla per the HUB. See Moshe H. Goshen Gottstein, The Book of Isaiah: Sample Edition with Introduction 
(Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1965); Moshe H. Goshen Gottstein, The Hebrew University Bible: The Book of Isaiah 
(Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1995); Moshe H. Goshen Gottstein and Shemaryahu Talmon, The Hebrew University Bible: 
The Book of Ezekiel (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 2004); Chaim Rabin, Shemaryahu Talmon, and Emanuel Tov, The He-
brew University Bible: The Book of Jeremiah (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 2004).
6 This is exemplified best by the associated vocabulary and assumptions regarding discussions of the goal of 
textual criticism. For example, Würthwein states, “Many generations of scribes and translators have played a role in 
transmitting the text of the Old Testament. They contain, therefore, a great variety of scribal errors, such as occur 
inevitably in any form of manuscript transmission, caused by errors of reading, errors of hearing, orthographical 
slips, and defective exemplars” (Ernst Würthwein, The Text of the Old Testament: An Introduction to the Biblia Hebraica
(Translated by Rhodes Erroll F. 2nd ed. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1995), 105, italics 
mine). In the following sentence, Würthwein does mention scribal emendations. However, it should be noted that he 
moves directly from transmission to scribal errors. Transmission and scribal errors are thus predominate in his textu-
al critical methods. He later describes the task of textual criticism as an attempt “to ferret out all the errors and alter-
ations (variants) that have occurred, and to achieve on the basis of scholarly principles a Hebrew text providing a sol-
id foundation on which higher criticism, exegesis, etc., can build” (Würthwein, Text of the Old Testament, 105). The 
discoveries of the Judaean Desert evinces significant problems for maintaining a bifurcation between lower and 
higher criticism. The still-fluid state of the text in Second Temple Judaism presents significant obstacles to such a 
methodological construction. I take up these issues throughout the entire thesis, most directly in chapter 2 and 4 
below.
7 As Michael Segal notes, the correlation between the available evidence in the Qumran scrolls and the role 
of the scribe in textual formation, particularly insofar as how a subset of the texts at Qumran, notably the ‘Rewritten 
Bible,’ facilitate queries more in line with scribal habits in the event of textual transmission. See Michael Segal, “Be-
tween Bible and 'Rewritten Bible',” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (ed. M. Henze; Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls 
and Related Literature Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2005); 10–28; Molly M Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture: 
Composition and Exgesis in the 4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts (STDJ 95; Leiden: Brill, 2011); Emanuel Tov, “Scrib-
al Practices Reflected in the Documents from the Judean Desert and in Rabbinic Literature: A Comparative Study,” in 
2
dence to affirm a still-fluid text in the Second Temple era—in which case the categories of textual
families or stemma are ill-suited to categorize and collate the observable variants. Consequently,
there is a need—suggested above by Talmon—to articulate and nuance textual variants and
growth within a paradigm of scribal practices. To articulate the ‘types of variants’ witnessed and to
discern the ‘various limits’ within the still-fluid text, scholars have adjusted their methodologies;
textual analysis proceeds, no longer in terms of text qua text, but it carefully analyzes the text
through the scribal practices of the Second Temple era.8 Shifting the methodology of textual trans-
שדקמ ,ארקמ ׃תרוסמו החנמ םחנמל ןרה  (eds. M. Haran and V. Fox; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1996); 383–403. 
Emanuel Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden: Brill,
2004). Pertaining to the predominance of 픐, Tov states that it is part of the manuscript evidence dating to as early as 
250 BCE (Tov, TCHB, 180). The shape of the text, however, was not caused by an ideal of stabilization, but rather 
borne out of a conservative view of the text. The fortuitous events of the first century results in 픐 becoming more 
predominate and thus prioritized. Lange argues for stabilization, vis-à-vis Hellenization, whereby it slowly becomes 
an operative goal in textual transmission. See Armin Lange, ““They Confirmed the Reading” (y. Ta˓an. 4.68a): The Tex-
tual Standardization of Jewish Scriptures in the Second Temple Period,” in From Qumran to Aleppo (eds. J. Zsengellér 
M. Weigold and A. Lange; FRLANT; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2009); 29–80.
8 Two distinct yet perhaps related phenomena have initiated the paradigm shift to text qua scribe: the com-
positional techniques of Second Temple era scribes and the disparate readings in the biblical scrolls. Relating to the 
composition techniques, the Qumran manuscripts 4Q158 and 4Q364–367, the so-called 4QRewritten Pentateuch, 
have defied the hermetic categorization of biblical or non-biblical. For a summary of the relationship between 4Q158 
to 4Q364–367, and those to the Pentateuch, see Michael Segal, “Biblical Exegesis in 4Q158: Techniques and Genre,” 
Text 19 (1998): 45-62. For a discussion on the inherent problems faced in categorizing 4QRP manuscripts, see Molly M.
Zahn, “The Problem of Characterizing the 4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts: Bible, Rewritten Bible, or None of 
the Above?” DSD 15/3 (2008): 315-339; Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture, 1–23. Due to the similitudes with the bibli-
cal text, on the one hand, and the heterogeneous relationship with it, on the other, the 4QReworked Pentateuch texts
have prompted scholars to turn to issues of genre and scribal habits for explanation of its textual character. As 
Michael Segal notes, the correlation between the available evidence in the Qumran scrolls and the role of the scribe 
in textual formation, particularly insofar as how a subset of the texts at Qumran, notably the ‘Rewritten Bible,’ facili-
tate queries more in line with scribal habits in the event of textual transmission. Prior to the discovery of the scrolls 
sufficient evidence was lacking to grant empirical research on the process of transmission. The focus of scholarly re-
search addressed the end of that process—the text. With the evidence now easily accessible, scholars are, albeit in an 
indirect fashion, capable to assess the various and fissiparous roles of the scribe during the process of transmission 
(see M. Segal, “Between Bible and 'Rewritten Bible',” 10–28; Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts 
Found in the Judean Desert, 7–29). Relating to the disparate readings in the biblical scrolls, Eugene Ulrich and James 
VanderKam, for example, have commented on the similarity of scribal practices reflected in non-biblical and biblical 
Qumran scrolls (see Eugene Ulrich, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Biblical Text,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty 
Years: A Comprehensive Assessment [eds. P.W. Flint and J.C. VanderKam; Leiden: Brill, 1998], 1: 79–100; James C Van-
derKam, “Questions of Canon Viewed Through the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Canon Debate [eds. J.A. Sanders and L.M. 
McDonald; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2001]; 91–109; Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture, 4–5). Thus, a slow and dis-
cernible shift has occurred whereby the scribe is adduced not only to explain mechanical errors but also to explicate 
textual growth.
3
mission theories to account for scribal practices created a need to analyze textual variance
through the lenses of historical linguistics.
Text-critical scholars have indeed adjusted their textual transmission theories to take into
consideration issues of scribal culture and historical linguistics. For example, in his monograph
Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert, Emanuel Tov de-
votes an entire chapter to the identity, nature, and status of the scribe in antiquity. Tov positions
textual variation within the purview of the scribe when he posits, “Scribes approached their Vorla-
gen with differing degrees of faithfulness to their Vorlagen; some scribes felt more freedom than
others to insert, omit, and change details.”9 Tov’s analysis of scribal habits is punctilious on histori-
cal linguistic categories of orthography, phonology, and morphology. These three associated lin-
guistic categories have served as the impetus for Tov’s proposal of a “Qumran Scribal Practice”
(QSP).10 However, a potentially important layer of data goes unexamined by Tov, namely, a sus-
tained and developed discussion concerning syntactical change, namely, various changes a lan-
guage will undergo in its structure of phrases and clauses when making sentences. The predom-
inant textual theories of the last sixty years of research have, to various degrees, neglected to
incorporate syntactical changes of Early Biblical Hebrew (EBH), Late Biblical Hebrew (LBH), and
Qumran Hebrew (QH)11 into an assessment of the transmission history of the Hebrew Bible. We
thus encounter an intriguing problem: the methodologies of textual transmission of the Hebrew
Bible have yet to account for syntactical change.
9 Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert, 16.
10 Tov, TCHB, 99–104.
11 The taxonomy of Early Biblical Hebrew (EBH), Late Biblical Hebrew (LBH), Qumran Hebrew (QH), and 
Mishnaic Hebrew (MH) are heuristic categories for generally appealing to a subset of data with the Hebrew linguistic
corpus. The various issues and dangers of generalizing at a conceptual level are discussed in Chapter 2 below.
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Thus, what should one think regarding syntactical change and the transmission of the
text? Are there textual variations and differences which find sufficient explanation by means of
syntax? If syntactical changes do explain differences, then what prompted the syntactical change?
Was it due to various diachronic changes in the Hebrew language, or was a scribe emending the
text so as to resolve interpretive issues, or perhaps both? More importantly, how does one deter-
mine whether textual differences were indeed prompted by diachronic changes of syntax or inter-
pretive decisions by a scribe whose practices were not guided by a replication of his Vorlage? What
linguistic methodology would be required to establish and discern the differences between syntac-
tical change and/or interpretive emendations? What implications does syntactical change have,
should it prove a viable method to account for some textual variances, on the transmission theo-
ries of the Hebrew Bible?
1.1. The Goal and Scope of the Thesis
The goal of this thesis is to determine whether syntactical change is a category of textual variant.
To accomplish this goal, several steps are made. The first step is to demonstrate the above claim
that by and large textual transmission theories have overlooked syntactical changes in their
methodological praxis. Thus, chapter 2 surveys each of the four reigning transmission theories of
the Hebrew Bible so as to demonstrate that each of the theories has to various degrees incorporat-
ed historical linguistics into their methodological framework; however, a significant category of
historical linguistics, namely syntax, has received little attention. For the second step, I develop a
historical linguistic methodology at the level of syntax. Thus, chapter 3 specifically addresses the
methodological issues encountered when discerning whether textual variances are best catego-
rized as relating to syntactical change. The fourth step is an application of the method to some of
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the data, so as to test the hypothesis that syntax best explains some of the differences in the so-
called biblical Dead Sea Scrolls. Chapter 4 presents four case studies to learn whether syntactical
change best explains a category of textual variant hitherto uncatalogued. Finally, the thesis con-
cludes by revisiting the hypothesis of syntactical change especially at it pertains to the predom-
inant transmission theories.
6
CHAPTER 2
METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES IN THE TRANSMISSION THEORIES OF THE HEBREW BIBLE: THE
NEED FOR HISTORICAL LINGUISTICS
2.0. The Use of the Dead Sea Scrolls Evidence for Understanding The History of 픐
The discovery of the so-called biblical Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS) precipitated a necessary re-examina-
tion of the various theories pertaining to the transmission of what has become 픐. The previous
century of scholarship—summed up between the Urtext theory associated with Paul de Lagarde
and the Vulgärtexte theory associated with Paul Kahle—had reached an impasse for an empirical-
ly based understanding of the transmission of 픐.1 Without sufficient evidence, scholars were at a
loss to articulate a nuanced understanding of the various issues relating to textual development.
Indubitable evidence2 was required for the purpose of progressing the scholarly discourses beyond
unfounded speculation. The discovery of the scrolls proffered such data and thus served to revolu-
tionize the previously espoused theories resulting in proposals of new theories. The question be-
fore us now, however, is whether these newer theories are in need of further refinement in light of
the various insights regarding syntactical changes throughout the history of the Hebrew language.
The evidence of the scrolls offers reliable data for advancing text-critical methodologies in
1 For a summary of these two views, see Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3rd ed. 
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2013), 155–180. See also Emanuel Tov, “A Modern Textual Outlook Based on the Qumran 
Scrolls,” HUCA 53 (1982): 11-27; Emanuel Tov, “The Relevance of Textual Theories for the Praxis of Textual Criticism,” in
A Teacher for All Generations: Essays in Honor of James C. VanderKam (eds. E.F. Mason S.I. Thomas A. Schofield and E. 
Ulrich; JSJSup; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 1: 23–35.
2 By “Indubitable evidence” I mean direct Hebrew evidence, not retroverted evidence from the ancient 
versions.
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an assortment of related ways. The scrolls also add to the available corpora of extant Hebrew docu-
ments. Semiticists, Hebrew linguists, and Qumran scholars have also invested efforts in under-
standing the nature of Qumran Hebrew and its relationship to EBH, LBH, and MH. It stands to rea-
son that text-critical methodologies and linguistic analysis of the Hebrew language can mutually
benefit one another—yet they have to date rarely held court together. Consequently, this is a study
whereby the relationship between textual criticism and linguistics are synthesized for the purpos-
es of articulating methodological issues as it pertains to the transmission of scripture in Second
Temple Judaism. The developing argument of this chapter demonstrates that the four predom-
inant transmission theories of the Hebrew Bible have not incorporated syntactical change into
their methodology.
2.1. A Survey and Assessment of Transmission Theories
To begin his discussion of textual theories, Tov observes, “Ideally, a description of the development
of the biblical text is based on evidence relating to textual witnesses and the relations between
them.”3 These two phenomena—the homogeneity of and disparity between texts—are the data
with which any given transmission theory of the Hebrew Bible must elucidate. In addition, any
theorist must always expose the operative principles to the inescapable evidence of the scrolls. In
other words, an a posteriori analysis should lead to a theory of the transmission, not a theory lead-
ing to an explanation of the history of the biblical text.4
Consequently, the following assessment centralizes on how the premises of each proposed
3 Tov, TCHB, 169.
4 Tigay, among others, have cogently demonstrated the need for empirical methods. See Jeffrey H Tigay, “An 
Emprical Basis for the Documentary Hypothesis,” JBL 94/3 (1975): 329-342; See also Jeffrey H Tigay, Empirical Models 
for Biblical Criticism (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985)
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theory does or does not extrapolate from a close examination of the data.5 What is more, I propose
that the notion of ‘text’ and associated categories of textual formation predominate the early dis-
cussions resulting in deleterious effects for assessing scribal culture and the freedom inherent in
scribal practices and hence the textual history.6 Later theories emend their methodologies, ac-
counting for various processes of scribal practices and stages of literary development, such as
composition or transmission. A close examination of how syntactical developments of LBH and/
or QH contribute to textual variation, in the broader discussions of transmission theories, remains
unexamined for the most part. Any theory of textual transmission must account for, as stated
above, the homogeneity of and differences between texts—especially as these two lines of evi-
dence relate to scribal culture and syntactical developments.
Of central importance therefore is an empirical methodology which begins with historical
linguistics. Two issues are held in mutual dialog: language change and the transmission of the text.
Pertaining to the former, historical linguists have documented and demonstrated that languages
undergo change.7 All languages do not necessarily experience the same sort of changes, but lin-
guistic change is evident in all languages—for various and sundry reasons. Historical linguists
identify change most readily within sub-disciplines of orthography, phonology, morphology and
5 In other words, the empirical methodology starts from the observation of data. Once the data has been 
gather and observed, the text-critical proposes a particular premise to explain phenomena. More general statements 
are thus extrapolated at the theoretical level, which in turn is this applied to data to test its viability. For the impor-
tance of a such a methodological approach, see Moshe H. Goshen–Gottstein, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts: Their 
History and Their Place in the HUBP Edition,” in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text (eds. F.M. Cross and T. 
Shemaryahu; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1975); 42–89.
6 In other words, we must always remember we are dealing with a ‘text’ which is constituted by a language. 
This may seem like a trivial comment, but how the text is configured often leaves behind the language component.
7 See, e.g., Olga Fischer, Morphosyntactic Change: Functional and Formal Perspectives (Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2007), 11–45; Alice C Harris and Lyle Campbell, Historical Syntax in Cross-Linguistic Perspective (CSL 74; 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 48–149.
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lexis. Linguists have equally demonstrated that change occurs in syntax. Likewise, Semiticists have
identified various aspects of syntactical change in LBH and/or QH, which action leads to the latter
issue of textual transmission.
The forgoing assessment of the transmission theories demonstrates how, one the one
hand, methodological adjustments have meticulously accounted for orthography, phonology, and
morphology, yet on the other hand, they have not incorporated syntax to analyze and assess occur-
rences of textual variation. Thus, any recognition of a scribal process which permits scribal free-
dom in the transmission process must incorporate syntax, otherwise it runs the risk of overlooking
a potential category of textual variation.8 It stands to reason that, upon such occasions where syn-
tactical change can be demonstrated, a category of variants has yet to be fully incorporated into
the overall transmission history of scripture in Second Temple Judaism.
2.1.1. Frank Moore Cross and the Local Text Theory
Frank Moore Cross stood as a monumental figure in the study of the Hebrew Bible and ancient
Near East. Cross, most widely known for his contributions on the paleography of Jewish scripts,
made significant contributions to the study of Dead Sea Scrolls. Apropos to the current topic is
Cross’s research on and espousal of a Local Theory of textual transmission.9 For the majority of his
8 Various issues arise in discerning the exact nature “scribes” in the Second Temple era, mostly on account of 
the fact that there is little direct evidence recapitulating their role and function (e.g., Ben Sira 38:24–39:11; 2Kgs 12:11; 
18:18; 22:3, 8–12; Jeremiah 36; Daniel 1–6). An analysis of the scrolls gives ample reasons to posit that the scribe’s role 
extends beyond that of a mere copyist (see Emanuel Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found
in the Judean Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 15–19; Anthony J Saldarini, “Scribes,” ABD 5:1012-1016; David Andrew
Teeter, “Scribes and Scribalism,” EDEJ, 1201-1204); for more extensive treatments, see David McLain Carr, Writing on 
the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture and Literature (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2005); David 
McLain Carr, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: a New Reconstruction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011); Karel
van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2007), 
51–74; and Christine Schams, Jewish Scribes in the Second-Temple Period (JSOT 291; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1998).
9 The following resources track the historical development of Cross’ development of and research on the lo-
cal text theory: Frank Moore Cross, “The Oldest Manuscripts from Qumran,” JBL 74 (1955): 147-172; Repr. in Qumran 
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career, Cross developed the Local Text theory—vis-à-vis William F. Albright’s supposition that the
Qumran scrolls can offer refinements on ‘recensional problems.’10 After summarizing Cross’s Local
Theory first, I then transition to an assessment of whether the Local Text theory sufficiently ac-
counts for scribal practices and syntactical developments in LBH—this process of analysis is also
amenable for the Multiple Texts theory of Shemaryahu Talmon, the Non-Aligned theory of
Emanuel Tov, and the Editions theory of Eugene Ulrich.
2.1.1.1. The Central Premises of the Local Text Theory
Cross argued that any proposal for understanding the transmission of the biblical text
must account for three lines of evidence. Cross identified these three lines of evidence as “the plu-
rality of text types, the limited number of distinct textual families, and the homogeneity of each of
and the History of the Biblical Text (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1975), 147–176; Frank Moore Cross, “The 
Development of the Jewish Scripts,” in The Bible and the Ancient Near East (ed. G. Wright; Garden City, NY: Double-
day, 1961); Frank Moore Cross, The Ancient Library at Qumran (Rev. ed. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1961); Frank 
Moore Cross, “The History of the Biblical Text in the Light of the Discoveries in the Judaean Desert,” Harvard Theolog-
ical Review 57 (1964): 281-299; Repr. in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1975), 177–195; Frank Moore Cross, “The Evolution of a Theory of Local Texts,” in Qumran and the History of the 
Biblical Text (eds. S. Talmon and F.M. Cross; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1975); 306–320; Frank Moore 
Cross, “Problems of Method in the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,” in The Critical Study of Sacred Texts (ed. W. 
Doniger o'Flaherty; Berkeley Religious Studies Series Berkeley, CA: Graduate Theological Union, 1979); 31–55; Frank 
Moore Cross, “New Directions in Dead Sea Scrolls Research: The Text Behind the Text of the Hebrew Bible,” BR 1 
(1985): 12-25; Frank Moore Cross, “Palaeography and the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years: A 
Comprehensive Assessment (eds. J.C. VanderKam and P.W. Flint; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 1: 379–402; Frank Moore Cross, 
“The Stabilization of the Canon of the Hebrew Bible,” in From Epic to Canon: History and Literature in Ancient Israel 
( Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1998); Frank Moore Cross, “The Biblical Scrolls from Qumran and the 
Canonical Text,” in The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls. Volume 1: The Hebrew Bible and Qumran. Proceedings of the Ju-
bilee Celebration at Princeton Theological Seminary (ed. J.H. Charlesworth; N. Richland Hills, TX: BIBAL Press, 2000), 1: 
93–104; Frank Moore Cross, “Reminiscences of the Early Days in the Discovery of the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” 
in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Fifty Years after Their Discovery. Proceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20–25, 1997 (ed. L.H.
Schiffman; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society in cooperation with the Shrine of the Book, Israel Museum, 2000); 
and Frank Moore Cross and Richard J Saley, “Singular Readings in 4QSamuela and the Question of Rewritten Scrip-
ture,” DSD 20/1 (2013): 1–16.
10 Albright’s discussion of “recensions” was a first attempt to move discussions forward. He admitted that his 
was a “pioneer attempt” to account for the newly acquired evidence of the scrolls. It should also be noted, the idea of 
“recensions” was not original to Albright; it was already an operable category by which to conceive of the transmis-
sion history of the Hebrew Bible; for example, Albright writes, “Recognition of the existence of early Hebrew recen-
sions is not new.” Neither Albright nor Cross are innovating a new theory of transmission, but are seeking to advance 
the previous theory of Lagarde et al. Cross, The Ancient Library at Qumran, 138.
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these textual families over several centuries of time.”11 Thus, Cross recognized a “plurality of text
types,” yet plurality was conceived along the lines of a gradual process of recensional growth.12
That is to say, during the gradual process (between 5th through the 1st B.C.E) of each of three fami-
lies, the Palestinian text, the Egyptian text, and the Babylonian text, each having developed inde-
pendently of one another accruing ad hoc characteristics of their own. According to Cross, The
“Old Palestinian” text contained “conflations, glosses, synoptic additions, and other evidence of in-
tense scribal practices and can be defined as ‘expansionistic.’”13 In addition, Samaritan Pentateuch
and the Chronicler’s citation of the Pentateuch and Samuel was identified by Cross as representa-
tives of the Palestinian family. As for the Egyptian text, it was the Vorlage of the OG which Cross
characterized as “a full text” yet without synoptic editions and it is so closely related to the Pales-
tine that it perhaps was a “branch.”14
According to Cross, the scribal practices evidenced in the Qumran scrolls served as the ex-
emplar by which textual fixation can be understood, insofar as the evidence of Qumran15 granted a
counter witness to the textual families discovered in Judaean wilderness refuge caves of Murab-
baʾat, Masada, and Naḥal Ḥever. Cross concluded that the wilderness texts were preferred on ac-
count the familial resemblances to the proto-Rabbinic or Babylonian family—the textual family
11 Frank Moore Cross, “The Contribution of the Qumrân Discoveries to the Study of the Biblical Text” IEJ 16/2 
(1966), 86.
12 This is perhaps most evident in his comments on Qumran evidence, whereby “ . . . the textual variation is 
not inchoate, the result of indiscriminate mixing of manuscript readings.” Frank Moore Cross, “The Fixation of the 
Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in From Epic to Canon: History and Literature in Ancient Israel (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1998), 210.
13 Cross, “Fixation,” 212.
14 Cross, “Fixation,” 212–213.
15 Cross uses “baroque” to characterize the orthography extant in some of Qumran Biblical scrolls. See Cross, 
The Ancient Library at Qumran (2nd ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1961), 176–177. Thus, Cross finds the acceptance of
the Babylonian style text at the end of the first century an indication for the Babylonian textual family.
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which was later selected to form the Hebrew Bible.16 Hence, Cross proposed the Local Text theory
to account for the dissimilarity and similarity observable in the three manuscript families.17
Consequently, “ . . . the supreme goal,” Cross states, “or rather the only goal of textual criti-
cism is the reconstruction of the Urtext, however slowly or cautiously we may be required to move
forward in its pursuit.”18 The so-called Urtext is closely ‘related’ to the ‘Old Babylonian’ family,
which is the base for the proto-Rabbinic and later 픐. Based on this goal, the practice of textual
criticism is to reestablish the Urtext, resulting in an eclectic text yet theoretically attests to the Old
Babylonian archetype. What is more, the role of the scribe was a preservationist under this theory
of textual transmission, and the “textual critic is to ferret out inferior readings.”19
Cross did address some aspects of scribal intervention under the paradigm of ‘Rewritten
Scripture.’ In a joint publication with Richard Saley, Cross examined singular readings in 4QSama
for the purpose of isolating “possible tendentiousness.”20 Cross and Saley divided 79 singular read-
ings—namely, non-reconstructed variants extant on the leather which are in disagreement with
the Masoretic Text21—into five categories.22 Of particular interest to the present study is the criteri-
16 Note also that Cross understands the preference for the wilderness texts illustrative of a rejection of the 
“baroque” orthography in Qumran scrolls. “Indeed we can speak for the first time of evidence controls which extend 
to orthographic detail in the manuscripts carried into the Wilderness by remnants of the host of Bar Kokeba.” Cross, 
“Fixation,” 213.
17 Cross elaborates on this theory in numerous places. The immediate purpose of the transmission theory sur-
vey is to seek an understanding of what extent the evidence of linguistic change has factored into the overall textual 
theory of transmission.
18 Cross, “Problems of Method,” 51.
19 Cross, “The Biblical Scrolls from Qumran and the Canonical Text,” 75. Cross uses the language of “ferreting 
out,” in his previous publications; for example, “The sole way to improve a text, to ferret out error, is to trace the histo-
ry of readings, to determine an archetype which explains or makes transparent the introduction of error or corrup-
tion.” Cross, “Problems of Method,” 50; italics mine.
20 Cross and Saley, “Singular Readings,” 1–16.
21 Cross and Saley, “Singular Readings,” 1–2.
22 The five categories are: “Minor Grammatical Differences; Probably Scribal Changes; Agreement with 
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on, “Probable Scribal Changes,” and the final step of the assessment, which is explained as “evalu-
ating the assembled evidence of the singular readings for traces of any distinctive agenda on the
part of the tradent(s) of 4QSama, and in that light, engaging the question of ‘Rewritten Scripture’
…”23 The methodology expanded, in principle at least, to account for scribal intervention, but it is
conducted in terms of “the revision of one scriptural text . . . by the inclusion of supplementary in-
formation from another scriptural text . . . .”24 Thus, the predominant category is manuscript stem-
ma, not necessarily scribal intervention per se. While Cross and Saley included categories of scrib-
al activity in their parsing of the data, they reverted to a philological method ill-suited to account
for linguistic and interpretive issues. Cross and Saley argued that the singular readings are not evi-
dence of tendentiousness or rewritten scripture, as they defined it. Several immediate concerns
present themselves upon an analysis of Cross’s Local Text theory.
2.1.1.2. Assessment of the Local Text Theory
The most significant concern, in line with the purpose of the assessment, is the scarcity of
methodological discussions on applying historical linguistics to textual variance. Apart from ad-
dressing scribal errors, Cross’s Local Text theory rarely accounts for textual growth and expansion
by means of a methodological discussion of historical linguistics. While this may be expected in
his earlier research, it is disconcerting that such a layer of data largely goes unnoticed in his latter
Another Passage/Source; Too unclear for Classification; and Putative Primitive Readings.” Cross and Saley, “Singular 
Readings,” 3.
23 Cross and Saley, “Singular Readings,” 3.
24 Cross and Saley, “Singular Readings,” 14; italics JT. It should be noted that, while rewritten Scripture recog-
nizes the inclusion of a previous scriptural text, assessment of the text focuses on the various compositional tech-
niques—the notable differences between the source and the text of question—so as to discern the nature of the re-
working (see Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture, 1–21). Pending the results of the current study, it seems a close 
analysis of the syntactical changes might perhaps shed additional light on issues of rewritten Scripture. I touch upon 
this in more detail in chapter 4 below.
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work.25 Even in his article with Saley, Cross did not incorporate historical linguistics to examine
scribal tendentiousness; rather, tendentiousness is measured in terms of how one text relates to
another—the word “language” or “linguistics” is no where to be found in the article.
Cross’s oversight to incorporate historical linguistics is most likely founded on his theoreti-
cal commitment to and excessive emphasis on the existing similarities between the text families.
According to Cross, the task of textual criticism is “the science of removing error,”26 and by classical
terms its goal “attempts to establish archetypes and stemmata of manuscript families, but always
with a view to the ideal of penetrating to the readings of the autograph.”27 Hence, the methodology
primes the critic to perceive the differences through the similarities—otherwise stated as text qua
text.28 Conversely, differences are perceived either as elements which are otherwise unshared
among the recensions or as scribal blunders requiring explanation in terms of why one reading
merits preference over the other(s). Pertaining to the former, Cross posited the Local Theory of
texts, and to the latter the task of recovering the Urtext. In other words, we might say Cross’s theo-
ry established a semantic frame whereby ‘text’ is the predominate means to assess the textual his-
tory, and it did not develop a complimentary historical linguistic methodology to accompany the
25 As we have seen, Cross does take up questions of “Rewritten Scripture” in connection with 4QSama. Howev-
er, a significant issue emerges in his analysis of the singular readings of 4QSama, for Cross defines Rewritten Scripture
in terms of one manuscripts relationship to another. The rubric of a Local Theory truncates opportunities to account 
for singular differences at the scribal level—these differences rather are attestations to the Local Text. Cross and Sa-
ley, “Singular Readings,” 1–16.
26 Cross, “Problems of Method,” 36.
27 Cross, “Problems of Method,” 36–37.
28 Cross admits his propensity to be a “clumper” rather than a “splitter.” “Splitters,” Cross opines, “see a new 
species in every individual. Clumpers wish to include variation of minor sort within a single species.” Cross, “Some 
Notes on a Generation of Qumran Studies,” in The Madrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings of the International Con-
gress on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid 18–21 March, 1991 (Julio Trebolle Barrera and Luis Vegas Montaner eds.; vol. 1; Lei-
den: Brill, 1992), 6–7.
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predominant philological method used to analyze textual differences—which is to say that lan-
guage  and historical linguistics deserves more attention in the Local Text theory.29
2.1.2. Shemaryahu Talmon and The Multiple Text Theory
Shemaryahu Talmon made significant contributions to the study of the DSS and the Hebrew Bible.
He contributed to DJD 21 with his work on the Qumran Calendrical texts,30 and he served as one of
the editor-in-chiefs to the Hebrew University Bible Project. He authored numerous articles on the
history of the Hebrew Bible, particularly in terms of how the evidence of the scrolls facilitates fur-
ther insights regarding the theories of transmission.31 While he was not directly responsible for in-
29 This might seem like a difference without a distinction, but, as the ongoing investigation reveals, negli-
gence to maintain a difference between text and language can be deleterious to understanding the formation of the 
Hebrew Bible. An apropos example would be Hindy Najman’s claim, whereby she cites Cross’s comments about “fer-
ret[ing] out errors,” and then posits “that textual formation need not only be understood backwards. It may also be 
understood forwards.” Hindy elaborates more on what this shift in focus entails, saying, “. . . once we abandon the as-
sumptions that make a retrospective approach compulsory, we should stop thinking in terms of compositional 
process that culminate in the production of fixed texts. Instead, we should think in terms of what I call tradionary 
processes that encompass both textual formation and textual interpretation, as well as variety of text-involving prac-
tices, individual and communal.” Hindy Najman, “Configuring the Text in Biblical Studies,” in A Teacher For All Gener-
ations: Essays in Honor of James C. VanderKam (Eric F. Mason et al.; 2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 2012) 4, Italics Najman. See 
also James Kugel, Traditions of the Bible: A Guide to the Bible as it Was at the Start of the Common Era (Cambridge: Har-
vard University Press, 1998), xviii.
30 Shemaryahu Talmon, Jonathan Ben-Dov, and Uwe Glessmer, Qumran Cave 4; XVI Calendrical Texts (ed. 
Emanuel Tov; DJD 21; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2001).
31 Talmon’s theory of the text is a result of an empirical investigation. A majority of his articles engage specific
examples from which he extrapolates to larger issues of social-religious, transmission, and textual formation. Never-
theless, several of Talmon’s articles directly address issues of theoretical concern. Cf. Frank Moore Cross and She-
maryahu Talmon, eds. Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975); Tal-
mon, Shemaryahu “A Case of Abbreviation Resulting in Double Readings” VT 4, (1954): 206-208. idem, “Double 
Readings in the Massoretic Text” Text 1, (1960): 144-184. idem, “Synonymous Readings in the Textual Traditions of the 
Old Testament,” in Studies in the Bible, (ed. Chaim Rabin; Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1961) 335-383; idem, “The Three 
Scrolls of the Law that Were Found in the Temple Court” Text 2, (1962): 14-27; idem, “The Old Testament Text,” in The 
Cambridge History of the Bible, I: From the Beginnings to Jerome (eds. P.R. Ackroyd and C.F. Evans; Cambridge: Cam-
bride University Press, 1970), 159-199; idem, “The Ancient Hebrew Alphabet and Biblical Text Criticism,” in Mélanges 
Dominique Barthélemy, (eds. P. Casetti et al.; Göttingen: Vadenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981) 497-530; idem, “Aspects of the 
Textual Transmission of the Bible in Light of Qumran Manuscripts,” in The World of Qumran from Within (Jerusalem: 
Magnes Press, 1989), 71-116; idem, “Between the Bible and Mishna,” in The World of Qumran from Within (Jerusalem: 
Magnes Press, 1989), 11-52; idem, “Textual Criticism: The Ancient Versions,” in Text in Context: Essays by Members of 
the Society for Old Testament Study (ed. A.D.H. Mayes; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 141-170; idem, “The 
Transmission History of the Text of the Hebrew Bible in the Light of Biblical Manuscripts from Qumran and Other 
Sites in the Judaean Desert,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years after Their Discovery (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration So-
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novating the Multiple Text theory, he believed that the Qumran evidence corroborated its main
premises and was grounds for further extrapolation. Unlike Cross’s Local Text theory, Talmon’s uti-
lization of the Multiple Texts theory correlated directly with scribal practices, insofar as textual
differences were plausibly explained by means of scribal practices. It could perhaps be said that
Cross began from a top-down approach whereby the single Masoretic Text was at the top and at
the bottom were three textual families; as for Talmon, he began with multiple texts and allowed
differences to exist on the basis of the “limited freedom” in scribal processes.
2.1.2.1. The Central Premises of the Multiple Texts Theory
In the previous century of scholarship, Paul Kahle proposed, in contradistinction to Paul de La-
garde’s Urtext, his Vulgärtexte hypothesis. Kahle’s theory, attempting to explain the textual diversi-
ty adduced by the studies of H.L. Strack and V. Aptowitzer,32 posited textual diversity which, by var-
ious scribal processes, was moving towards an archetype. Talmon adopted the essential premise of
Kahle’s theory—but not at an abstract level. The evidence of the Qumran scrolls, according to Tal-
mon, “make possible the systematic presentation of the processes which can be proved empirical-
ly to have been conducive to the emergence of variae lectiones.”33 The variants are an attestation to
the implausibility of the Local Text theory, for 
The very earliest biblical manuscripts known—and in this respect the biblical scrolls from 
Qumrân are of decisive importance—exhibit all types of variants found in later witnesses. 
ciety, 2000), 40-50; idem, “The Crystallization of the ‘Canon of Hebrew Scriptures’ in the Light of Biblical Scrolls from 
Qumran,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (eds. E.D. Herbert and Emanuel 
Tov; London: The British Library & Oak Knoll Press, 2002) 5-20.
32 For a discussion of the research of Strack and Aptowitzer, see Moshe H. Goshen-Gottstein, The Book of Isai-
ah: Sample Edition with Introduction (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1965), 39.
33 Talmon, “Aspects of the Textual Transmission of the Bible in the Light of the Qumran Manuscripts,” Textus 
4 (1964): 95. Repr. in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text (Frank Moore Cross and Shemaryahu Talmon eds.; 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975), 226.
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This fact indicates that variation as such in the textual transmission cannot be laid 
exclusively at the door of careless scribes, or of sometimes unscrupulous, and sometimes 
well-meaning, emendators and revisers.34
The textual variation and differences find explanation in the “pristine textual traditions.”35 Within
these traditions are a “confluence” of readings among Cross’s so-called Local Texts.36 It is for this
reason Talmon adopted and further elaborated on the Vulgärtexte theory of Kahle.37
Acknowledging textual multiplicity positioned Talmon to address a crucial methodological
issue. Perhaps most significant was his proposal that a textual comparison surfaces differences
whose explanation did not reside in textual families, but were best explained by means of scribal
practices. The reception of the text was susceptible to various types of scribal emendations, inter-
pretive expansions, and stylistic updating.38 To account for these various types of variants, Talmon
appealed to the extant methodologies of so-called of “higher” and “lower” criticism; rather than
34 Talmon, “The Old Testament Text,” in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text (Frank Moore Cross and 
Shemaryahu Talmon eds.; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975), 4. Repr. The Cambridge History of the Bible vol. 
1, From Beginnings to Jerome (eds. P.R. Ackroyd and C.F. Evans; [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970], 162); 
Italics mine.
35 Talmon, “The Old Testament Text,” 4.
36 For examples, see Talmon, “Textual Study of the Bible — A New Outlook,” 321–381.
37 The dependence upon and adoption of Kahle’s previous textual critical theory is made explicit in Talmon’s 
analysis of the ancient versions: “The juxtaposition of the textually ‘multiform’ Qumran biblical scrolls of the last 
centuries BCE and the textually ‘uniform’ fragments of the first centuries CE from Masada and other sites in the Ju-
daean Desert prompts the following conclusion which mutatis mutandis echoes the basic thrust of Kahle’s thesis: the 
earliest attainable biblical manuscripts give witness to a wide variety of textual traditions which were current in the 
pre-divide [namely, 70 CE] stage of transmission.” Talmon, “Textual Criticism: The Ancient Versions,” in Text in Con-
text: Essays by Members of the Society for Old Testament Study (A.D.H. Mayes ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2000), 163.
38 Talmon, “The Textual Study of the Bible — A New Outlook,” 326. It should be noted that the impetus for a 
close examination for discerning scribal processes and interpretative traditions begins with Abraham Geiger’s re-
search in the nineteenth century. Abraham Geiger, Urschrift und Übersetzungen der Bibel ihrer Abhängigkeit von der 
inneren Entwicklung des Judentums (Zweite Auflage mit einer Einführung von Prof. Dr. Paule Kahle und einem 
Anhang enthaltend: Nachträge zur Urscrift, Verzeichnis der Bibelstellen und Bibliographie zusammengestellt und 
bearbeitet von Dr. Nachum Czortkowski; Frankfurt am Maim: Verlag Madda, 1928 [1st ed. Breslau: Julius Hainuaer, 
1857]). 
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isolating higher criticism from lower criticism, Talmon adduced a dialectic between the two for ex-
plicating textual phenomena,39 variation of stylistics,40 and linguistic developments whether at the
scribe’s unconscious or conscious level.41
Consequently, Talmon’s theory of multiple texts operated from a methodology which was
informed at the level of philology,42 but it also utilized other insights for assessing social issues. The
unification of philological methods of study with broader literary and social issues were crystal-
ized in Talmon’s comparison of the Qumran documents and the Judaean Desert manuscripts of
Murabbaʾat and Naḥal Ḥevel, that is, the relationship and differences between these groups of
39 Talmon adduces the differences between the early and late texts of Jeremiah. If the early text is indeed 
chronologically earlier than the later, then Talmon observes the later accretions are explained best as literary devel-
opments. Talmon, “Textual Study of the Bible,” 327–328.
40 In effect, Talmon’s recognition of ‘controlled freedom’ permits a more nuanced perspective, whereby com-
position, formative techniques, interpretation, and transmission are accounted for in the larger social environment 
of Second Temple Judaism. “In fact we expect,” notes Talmon, “such transfers [between formative techniques and lit-
erary composition] to occur to a high degree of probability in a literature which experienced the transition from a 
state of relatively flexible and modifiable oral tradition to a more stabilized written transmission ultimately to textual
uniformity” (Talmon, “Textual Study of the Bible,” 334; More recently Carr has studied the nexus between Orality and 
Literacy. See David M. Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2005], 3–16; idem, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New Reconstruction [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011], 
13–102). This transition from a ‘relatively flexible’ state to its fixed form presents numerous methodological chal-
lenges. The difficulty centers on two predominate issues, in my mind. The first is a methodology whereby issues of 
composition and exegesis are easily distinguished among the larger question of textual formation. Andrew Teeter ob-
serves “Within this process of extension, texts are take up, responded to, reworked, clarified, distilled, or otherwise 
brought to bear on later circumstances” (Andrew D. Teeter, “The Hebrew Bible and/as Second Temple Literature: 
Methodological Reflections,” DSD 20/3 [2013], 367–368). Teeter’s comments are stated in connection with the phe-
nomenon of ‘Rewritten Scripture’ and Fortschreibung, the historical processes of reinterpretation and redactional 
growth, pertaining to the Hebrew Bible. A simple problem persists, nonetheless. That is, apart from utilizing method-
ological enhancements offered by linguistics, syntax in particular, how are we to judge between what might be an ex-
egetical development or a simple grammaticalization of LBH? If the former, our analysis of the text centers on se-
mantic issues pertaining to epistemological values, such as theology, ethics, or politics; whereas the latter, syntax 
grants the methodological refinements to separate interpretive issues from exegetical issues. See chapter 4 below for 
a full discussion on this point.
41 “In most instances the differences are of a linguistic or a grammatical nature, which resulted either from 
the unpremeditated impact of the linguistic peculiarities of successive generations of copyists, or from their intentio-
nal attempts to adjust the wording of scripture to changing concepts of linguistic and stylistic norms.” Talmon, “The 
Old Testament Text,” QHBT 4.
42 By philology, I mean a methodological analysis of textual relationships founded on the linguistic principles
of syntax, semantics, morphology, and phonology. See James Barr, Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testa-
ment (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1987), 1–13.
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manuscripts find explanation on account of, what Talmon called, the “Great Divide,” the destruc-
tion of the “sovereign statehood” in Palestine at the time of 70 C.E.43 In other words, the pristine
texts were perceived as relating to different religious communities in Second Temple Judaism, of
which Qumran “witnesse[d] to . . . a ‘Living Bible.’”44
2.1.2.2. Assessment of Multiple Text Theory
With an explicit recognition of “controlled” scribal freedom, Talmon’s Multiple Text theory indi-
rectly incorporated syntax to account for textual differences.45 Syntactical change—a smaller area
of investigation in the broader spectrum of Second Temple social-religious issues—was solicited
to persuade readers of his conclusions, namely, “the professional scribe seldom if ever was merely
a slavish copyist of the material which he handled.”46 Hence, the textual differences were indica-
tive to a scribal phenomenon whereby the activity of the scribe teetered between a passive and ac-
tive role. A fine-tuned distinction was operable in Talmon’s philological and historical linguistic
approach, insofar as philological analysis alerted him to those instances of textual variation, and
43 Talmon, “Textual Criticism: The Ancient Versions,” 151–152.
44 Talmon, “The Crystallization of the ‘Canon of Hebrew Scriptures’ in the Light of the Biblical Scrolls from 
Qumran,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Discovery of the Judaean Desert Discoveries (London: The 
British Library & Oak Knoll Press, 2002), 10. Note well that the reprint of this article in Text and Canon of the Hebrew 
Bible: Collected Studies changes the anarthrous adjunct of “witness to” to an articular construction, namely, “Qumran 
literature evinces not only an ‘open-ended biblical canon,’ as is argued, but rather gives witness to what I [Talmon] 
have termed ‘the living Bible.’” Talmon, “Crystallization,” 434. To demonstrate his claim, Talmon examines 11QPsa—a 
scroll which shows that “The Qumranites . . . freely adapted canonical texts to the particular requirements of their 
community and their time.” Talmon, “Between the Bible and Mishna,” in The World of Qumran from Within 
(Jerusalem/Leiden; Magnes Press/Brill, 1989), 33. Hence, Talmon sets the evidence of the texts within a social struc-
ture that has yet to realize a fixed ‘Canonical’ text. An implication, therefore, is a recognition of the operative scribal/
social processes which were leading to the so-called Canon.
45 E.g., Talmon states, “These factors are more readily recognized in a synopsis of Hebrew Versions than in a 
collation of Hebrew readings with translational variants. To be sure, attention must be paid to the expected impact 
from changing conventions of syntax in a collation of Hebrew inversion-variants in sources which may have been af-
fected by diachronic linguistic developments, such as MT versus Sam. or Qumran material.” QHBT, 371.
46 Talmon, “Textual Study of the Bible,” 381.
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Talmon strengthened his theory of textual transmission by incorporating historical linguistics to
explain textual variance vis-à-vis scribal activities at the level of linguistics and other social issues.
By starting with the scribe, Talmon addressed a deficiency in the Local Texts theory, insofar
as the manuscripts cannot be characterized so easily along the lines of Palestinian, Egyptian, and
Babylonian text families. Upon closer inspection of the Qumran manuscripts, mixed readings,
spanning over the so-called text families, are at odds with the theoretical basis of the Local Text
proposal; according to Talmon, they were best explained along the lines of pristine texts—hence,
multiple texts. In turn, this enabled Talmon to construct and enhance previous textual analyses
vis-à-vis methodological insights on both the levels of philology and historical linguistics as it re-
lated to scribal culture—a significant methodological strength.
To my mind, Talmon’s theory of Multiple Texts is informative to the current study on at
least two accounts. The first is that he indirectly employed syntax as a methodological tool for dis-
cerning scribal freedom, yet it should also be noted that Talmon did not explicitly factor syntacti-
cal change into his overall theory of transmission. Thus, the present study seeks to supplement Tal-
mon’s work insofar is it includes syntactical change as a category of variant.
The second feature of importance is Talmon’s incorporation of social factors in Second
Temple Judaism as a means to account for textual differences. Talmon explicitly appealed to the
symbiotic relationship between the text and the respective community as a means to account for
textual development.47 It extends beyond the scope of the present study to comprehensively ana-
lyze Talmon’s sociological principle; nevertheless, Talmon’s social approach influences the present
study with respect to the operative assumptions at work in the relationship between philology and
47 See e.g., Talmon, “Textual Criticism,” 143.
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historical linguistics; an issue which is explored below in chapter 3.
2.1.3. Emanuel Tov and The Non-Aligned Theory
Emanuel Tov’s proposed Non-Aligned theory is arguably the first to explicitly reassess the data in
terms of shifting the methodological paradigm from assessing texts in terms of textual families to
scribal approaches.48 By jettisoning the criteria of manuscript stemma and recensions, Tov focuses
explicitly on on idiosyncrasies and fissiparous readings inherent in the scrolls.
2.1.3.1 The Central Premises of the Non-Aligned Theory
In a 1982 article entitled “A Modern Textual Outlook Based on the Qumran Scrolls,” Tov addressed
the persistent problem of analyzing texts on the basis of “the three streams of textual tradition in
the Pentateuch, and the MT and LXX as the two streams in the other books.”49 The implications of
the Qumran scrolls, noted Tov, has been slow to change the outdated language and categories for
48 The following publications, listed in chronological order, are germane for discerning Tov’s theory of textual 
transmission. Tov, Emanuel. “A Modern Textual Outlook Based on the Qumran Scrolls,” HUCA 53, (1982): 11-27; idem, 
“Criteria for Evaluating Textual Readings: The Limitations of Textual Rules,” HTR 75/4, (1982): 429-448; idem, “The Na-
ture and Background of Harmonizations in Biblical Manuscripts” JSOT 31, (1985): 3-29; idem, “The Orthography and 
Language of the Hebrew Scrolls Found at Qumran and the Origin of These Scrolls,” Text 13, (1986): 31-57; idem, “The 
Orthography and Language of the Hebrew Scrolls Found at Qumran and the Origin of these Scrolls,” Text 13, (1986): 
31-57; idem, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts from the Judaean Desert: Their Contribution to Textual Criticism,” JJS 39, 
(1988): 5-37; idem, “The Exodus Section of 4Q422,” DSD 1/2, (1994): 197-209; idem, “Rewritten Bible Compositions and 
Biblical Manuscripts, with Special Attention to the Samaritan Pentateuch,” DSD 5/3, (1998): 334-354; idem, “The 
Dimensions of the Qumran Scrolls,” DSD 5/1, (1998): 69-91; idem, The Greek and Hebrew Bible: Collected Essays on the 
Septuagint (vol. LXXII; VTSup; ed. H.M. Barstad et al.; Leiden: Brill, 1999); idem, “A Qumran Origin for the Masada 
Non-Biblical Texts?” DSD 7/1, (2000): 57-73; idem., “A Categorized List of All the “Biblical Texts” Found in the Judaean 
Desert,” DSD 8/1, (2001): 67-84; idem, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (2nd ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001); 
idem, “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert — an Overview and Analysis of the Published Texts,” in The Bible 
as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (eds. Edward D. Herbert and Emanuel Tov; London: The 
British Library & Oak Knoll Press, 2002); idem, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the 
Judean Desert (STDJ 54, Leiden: Brill, 2004); idem, “The Writing of Early Scrolls and the Literary Analysis of Hebrew 
Scripture,” DSD 13/3, (2006): 339-347; idem, “Some Thoughts About the Diffusion of Biblical Manuscripts in Antiqui-
ty,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Transmission of Traditions and Production of Texts (ed. Florentino García Martínez et al.; 
Leiden: Brill, 2010), 151-172; idem, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3rd ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2013); 
idem, “New Fragments of Amos,” DSD 21/1, (2014): 1-11.
49 Emanuel Tov, “A Modern Textual Outlook,” 11; Italics Tov.
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explicating textual history. At this juncture in scholarship, the scrolls were incomplete in terms of
publication, yet Tov was confident, at the completion of an in-depth study of 11QpaleoLev, to pro-
pose what has become the most significant premise of his Non-Aligned theory.
Tov’s study of 11QpaleoLev led him to the conclusion that “this scroll should not be as-
cribed to the ‘type’ of the MT or the Sam. Pent., as suggested in the literature, because the scroll is
not exclusively affiliated with either of them.”50 11QpaleoLev is sometimes in agreement with MT,
other times Sam. Pent., and also the LXX—and other times it “contains several unique readings,
not shared with any other source.”51 Tov therefore hypothesized that “a scroll does not have to be
grouped with one of the so-called major sources; it can also be independent of them, that is, indi-
vidualistic.”52 Perhaps the most significant conclusion is what Tov stated next, namely, “Each scroll
reflects the idiosyncrasies of its own scribe.”53 Consequently, Tov questioned the previous research
conducted under the rubric of the tripartite divisions. Rather, Tov proposed the general principle
of his Non-Aligned theory, that is, “some scrolls are not to be linked with any of the known textual
documents, and they present individualistic, hitherto unknown, sources.”54 The proposal of a Non-
Aligned category accompanies three other categories operative in Tov’s classification system: 픐-
Like Texts, Pre-Samaritan Texts, and Presumed Hebrew Source of 픊.55 The concomitant status of
50 Tov, “A Modern Textual Outlook,” 19.
51 Tov, “A Modern Textual Outlook,” 19. italics Tov.
52 Tov, “A Modern Textual Outlook,” 20. italics Tov.
53 Tov, “A Modern Textual Outlook,” 20.
54 Tov, “A Modern Textual Outlook,” 22. See idem, TCHB, 108. Tov’s definition of ‘Non-Aligned’ remains consis-
tent throughout his analysis of the Qumran data, but the percentages do change. At the publication of the second 
edition of TCHB, Tov states 35% of scrolls found at Qumran are classified as ‘Non-Aligned.’ In the third edition of 
TCHB, Tov notes that 39% of Torah texts (18 texts) and 49% of the remainder of Hebrew-Aramaic Scripture are ‘Non-
Aligned.’
55 Tov, TCHB, 107–109.
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these texts—namely, that one particular text can attest to multiple so-called families and that
these texts were all extant in the Second Temple era—at Qumran is a decisive factor for Tov to
posit two general scribal approaches: free56 and conservative.
Thus, it is apparent that Tov has jettisoned the theoretical commitment of textual families.
The only theoretical statement requiring attention from the text critic is the position of an original
text. A text critic cannot enter into the praxis of text criticism without—whether directly or indi-
rectly—taking a position on whether there once was an “original text.”57 Consequently, it could
perhaps be said that Tov works from the evidence to his theory, whereas the previous theory of lo-
cal texts interpreted the data through the dictum of textual families.
2.1.3.2. Assessment of the Non-Aligned Theory
Tov’s Non-Aligned theory is founded on the observable phenomenon of textual variety. The ines-
capable result of the disparate nature of texts—in terms of their disagreements—is a central
premise upon which Tov’s proposed Non-Aligned theory begins. For Tov, this starting point is co-
herent with the quintessential premise of any given theory of textual criticism, namely that a
scholar cannot proceed in textual analysis without a position on an “original text.” By adducing the
scribe to explain textual differences, Tov is not pressured to confine the data to a limited group of
textual relations, as per the Local Text Theory. Tov’s proposal is more in line with Talmon in this re-
gard.58 The Non-Aligned theory is perhaps the first whereby differences are conceptualized—in
56 This is later emended to “interventionist.” See TCHB, 213–216; Tov, “Scribal Practices and Approaches,” 222. 
See also Michael Segal, “The Text of the Hebrew Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” Materia Giudaica Anno XII/1–
2 (2007): 19.
57 Tov, “The Relevance of Textual Theories,” 30.
58 Tov makes this comparison himself; see Tov, “A Modern Textual Outlook,” 25.
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terms of a  methodological point of view—from the perspective of the scribe.
While Tov does incorporate scribal habits to buttress his premise of a non-standard text,
an investigation of syntactical variation surprisingly goes unexamined for the most part. When as-
sessing interpolations, Tov does regard syntax as a criterion to adjudicate between a ‘gloss’ and ‘in-
terpolation;’ the former “remain[s] outside the syntax of the sentence” and the latter is “integrated
into the syntax of the sentence.”59 However, this discussion is made in the context of ancient ver-
sions and not the direct Hebrew evidence of Qumran. The relationship between syntactical changes
and the scribal interventionist approach—especially as it pertains to the larger discussions of ex-
egetical and compositional practices—remains unexamined.
2.1.4. Eugene Ulrich and The Editions Theory
As a contributing editor to the DJD series and having extensively worked on the Qumran biblical
scrolls,60 Eugene Ulrich’s scholarship evinces a great attention to detail, yet with explicit attempts
to connect the details to larger methodological questions. Ulrich recognizes the probabilities in-
volved in any proposal of a theory of transmission, namely, the Qumran scrolls offer a significant
amount of data, yet they still comprise a limited amount of data in the larger socio-religious
framework of Second Temple Judaism. Scholars must strive to synthesize the data, both with re-
gard to previous scholarly proposals and with regard to offering new ones. It is in the context of
the latter—albeit connected in some respects to the former—Ulrich proposes his Editions Theo-
ry.61 It should go without saying that Ulrich’s Editions theory is in several respects a response to
59 Tov, The Greek and Hebrew Bible, 67.
60 See e.g. Eugene Ulrich, ed., The Biblical Qumran Scrolls: Transcriptions and Textual Variants (VTSup 134; Lei-
den: Brill, 2010).
61 Ulrich has published extensively on the ‘Editions’ theory. Some of the most pertinent of which are: Eugene 
Ulrich, “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and Latter Stages in the Composition of the Bible,” in Shaʿarei Tal-
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Tov’s Non-Aligned theory.
2.1.4.1. The Central Premises of the Editions Theory
Of central importance to the Editions theory are three related issues: the disparate relations be-
tween textual witnesses, the insufficiency of methodological principles, and the stages of textual
mon: Studies in the Bible, Qumran, and the Ancient Near East Presented to Shemaryahu Talmon (Michael Fishbane et 
al. ed.; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1992), 267-291; idem, “Pluriformity in the Biblical Text, Text Groups, and Ques-
tions of Canon,” In The Madrid Qumran Congress (2Vols.): Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead Sea 
Scrolls, Madrid 18–21 March, 1991 Vol. I (Julio Trebolle Barrera and Luis Vegas Montaner ed..; Leiden: Brill, 1993), 23-41; 
idem, “Multiple Literary Editions: Reflections toward a Theory of the History of the Biblical Text,” In Current Research 
and Technological Developments on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Conference on the Texts from the Judaean Desert, Jerusalem, 30 
April 1995 (Donald W. Parry and Stephen D. Ricks eds.; Leiden: Brill, 1996), 78-105; idem, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the 
Origins of the Bible: Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature (Leiden/Grand Rapids: Brill/Eerdmans, 
1999); idem, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hebrew Scriptural Texts,” in The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls. Volume 1: 
The Hebrew Bible and Qumran. Proceedings of the Jubilee Celebration at Princeton Theological Seminary (James H. 
Charlesworth ed.; Waco, TX: BIBAL Press, 2000), 105-133; idem, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Biblical Text,” in The 
Dead Sea Scrolls: Fifty Years after Their Discovery. Proceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20–25, 1997 (Lawrence H. 
Schiffman et al. eds.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society in cooperation with the Shrine of the Book, Israel Muse-
um, 2000), 51-59; idem, “The Bible in the Making: The Scriptures Found at Qumran,” in The Bible at Qumran: Text, 
Shape and Interpretation (Peter W. Flint and Tae Hun Kim eds.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 51-66; idem, “The Evo-
lutionary Production and Transmission of the Scriptural Books,” in Changes in Scripture: Rewriting and Interpreting 
Authoritative Traditions in the Second Temple Period (Hanne von Weissenberg et al. eds.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2001), 
47-64; idem, “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert: Index of Passages in the ‘Biblical Texts,’” in The Texts from 
the Judaean Desert: Indices and an Introduction to the Discoveries in the Judaean Desert Series (Emanuel Tov ed.; 
Oxford: Clarendon, 2002), 185-201; idem, “Qumran and the Canon of the Old Testament,” in The Biblical Canons (Jean-
Marie Auwers and H.J. de Jonge eds.; Leuven: Leuven University Press/Peeters, 2003), 57-80; idem, “The Dead Sea 
Scrolls and the Hebrew Scriptural Texts,” in The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls. Volume 1: Scripture and the Scrolls 
(James H. Charlesworth ed.; Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2006), 77-99; idem, “A Qualitative Assessment of the 
Textual Profile of 4QSama,” in The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls Volume 1: Scripture and the Scrolls (Anthony Hilhorst 
et al. eds.; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 147-161; idem, “Identification of a Scribe Active at Qumran 1QPsb – 4QIsac – 11QM,” in 
טנמיד הרובדל םישגומ .ו־ה הדוהי רבדמ תוליגמנ םירקחמ (Moshe Bar-Asher and Emanuel Tov eds.; Jerusalem: Bialik In-
stitute and Haifa University Press, 2007), 201-210; idem, “Qumran Witness to the Developmental Growth of the 
Prophetic Books,” in With Wisdom as a Robe: Qumran and Other Jewish Studies in Honour of Ida Frölich (Daniel Károly 
Dobos and Miklós Köszeghy eds.; Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2009), 263-274; idem, “Methodological Reflections on 
Determining Scriptural Status in First Century Judaism,” in Rediscovering the Dead Sea Scrolls: An Assessment of Old 
and New Approaches and Methods (Maxine L. Grossman ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 145-161; idem, “The Evo-
lutionary Production and Transmission of the Scriptural Books,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Transmission of Traditions 
and Production of Texts (Sarianna Metso et al. eds.; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 209-225; idem, “Biblical Views: Insertions in 
the Great Isaiah Scroll.” BAR 37/4, (2011): idem, “Clearer Insight into the Development of the Bible—A Gift of the 
Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and Contemporary Culture: Proceedings of the International Conference Held at the Is-
rael Museum, Jerusalem ( July 6–8, 2008) (Adolfo D. Roitman et al. eds.; 2011), 119-137; idem, “The Fundamental Impor-
tance of the Biblical Qumran Scrolls,” in The Hebrew Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Nóra Dávid et al. eds.; Göt-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011), 54-59; idem, “The Evolutionary Composition of the Hebrew Bible,” in Editing 
the Bible: Assessing the Task Past and Present (John S. Kloppenborg and Judith H. Newman eds., Atlanta: Society of 
Biblical Literature, 2012), 23-40; idem, “The Evolutionary Growth of the Pentateuch in the Second Temple Period,” in 
Pentateuchal Traditions in the Late Second Temple Period: Proceedings of the International Workshop in Tokyo, August 
28–31, 2007 (Akio Moriya and Gōhei Hata ed.; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 39-56.
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development. Each of these three issues factor into Ulrich’s Editions theory. In addition, Ulrich has
recognized that the theories of Cross, Talmon, and Tov62 offer insights into current issues of assess-
ing the transmission of the text,63 and influence Ulrich in various ways.
Ulrich has identified several data points whose importance vary along a continuum of
compositional development. These data points are informative to the disparate relationship
among textual witnesses. The first data set, the least influential according to Ulrich, is orthography.
Ulrich does not consider orthography conclusive evidence for discerning the character of a text.64
Two reasons are cited for reducing the significance of orthographical data: first, plene orthography
is not an ad hoc Qumran phenomenon, but also attested in Egypt;65 second, scribes would clarify
ambiguous forms with the use of matres lectionis. Another data set included within Ulrich’s analy-
sis is individual variant readings. Variants of this sort are identified as “inadvertent errors or inten-
tional additions or clarifications.”66 Though individual variant readings dominated scholarly dis-
cussions prior to the Qumran discoveries, they have since become regarded as a “relatively minor
62 The arrangement of Cross, Talmon, Tov, and Ulrich is somewhat arbitrary. Cross is the first to develop an 
extensive theory utilizing Qumran evidence, and thus is the logical choice to begin the conversation. Talmon is sec-
ond in the chronological line up. I have placed Tov before Ulrich seeing as that Tov shares many similarities with Tal-
mon, and Ulrich theory of ‘Editions’ can be rightfully understood as a response to Tov.
63 Ulrich claims Cross’ theory of Local Texts is probably the only theory which should be considered as such. I
disagree, and Ulrich’s language makes it clear his ‘Editions’ proposal is likewise a theory. In discussing the nature of 
creative activity of scribes, for example, Ulrich posits, “An examination of this phenomenon will probably suffice to 
show heuristically what other similar creative activities of the scribes were like, and to show that the procedures of 
these scribes were equivalent to the procedures of those tradents we normally think of as successive composers of 
Scriptures” Ulrich, “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and Latter Stages in the Composition of the Bible,” 269. 
Other examples could be adduced, but the point is clear: Ulrich understands his ‘Editions’ theory as an operative set 
of premises which can be further elaborated upon to predict phenomena pertaining to scribal habits.
64 Hence, Ulrich disagrees with Emanuel Tov’s heuristic category of “Qumran Scribal School.” See Ulrich, “Plu-
riformity in the Biblical Text, Text Groups, and Questions of Canon,” 32–33.
65 Ulrich, “Pluriformity in the Biblical Text, Text Groups, and Questions of Canon,” 32–33.
66 Ulrich, “Evolutionary Production and Transmission,” 56.
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category.”67 Most important of the three data points is what Ulrich terms, “isolated interpretive in-
sertions.”68 These interpretive insertions attest to an active role of the scribes, who “occasionally in-
serted into the text they were copying additional material that they considered valuable.”69 These
three data points provide various methodological constructs whereby they are organized under a
larger framework of “redaction and new editions,” which Ulrich has defined as “a general term that
covers many types of new editions or formulations of an earlier text.”70 These new editions, or “new
literary editions,”71 were “faithfully retold and handed on from generation to generation, but also
creatively expanded and reshaped to fit the new circumstances and new needs . . . .”72
Ulrich’s arrangement of the data is predicated upon a methodological shift, a shift that be-
gan with Talmon.73 The bifurcation between methods of lower and methods of higher criticism is
deemed insufficient to account for the literary complexity of the text. Consequently, the interrela-
tionship between literary criticism and textual criticism affords Ulrich the opportunity to differen-
tiate between phases of a textual development—which Ulrich has identified as, Composition,
Transmission, Translation, and Standardization.74 The previous scholarship of Julius Wellhausen’s
67 Ulrich, “Evolutionary Production and Transmission,” 56.
68 Ulrich, “Evolutionary Production and Transmission,” 56.
69 Ulrich, “Evolutionary Production and Transmission,” 56.
70 Ulrich, “Evolutionary Production and Transmission,” 53. For the reason why Ulrich deems the redactional 
or new editions category predominate over the other three relates to his emphasis on the ‘process of composition.’ 
Ulrich notes, “the discernment of variant editions thus becomes an essential step in understanding and classifying 
certain kinds of variants” idem, “Pluriformity,” 33.
71 Ulrich, “Evolutionary Production and Transmission,” 53.
72 Ulrich, “Evolutionary Production and Transmission,” 53.
73 Ulrich cites Talmon’s 1975 article “’Higher’ and ‘Lower’ Criticism—New Perspectives” as instrumental for 
merging the two methodologies. idem, “Horizons of Old Testament Textual Research at the Thirtieth Anniversary of 
Qumran Cave 4,” 631.
74 See Ulrich, “Horizons of Old Testament Textual Research,” 613–636.
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‘Documentary Hypothesis,’ Hermann Gunkel’s ‘Form Criticism,’ Martin Noth’s ‘Tradition History,’
and Norman Gottwald’s ‘Socio-Literary Criticism’ are parallels to current methodological issues for
discerning “large-scale revised literary editions.”75 Although no direct Qumran manuscript evi-
dence is extant to attest to this phenomenon, close empirical analysis founded on literary-critical
methods is sufficient to postulate similar activities of composition at Qumran.76 The conclusion of
such an empirical study, for Ulrich, “demonstrates that the content, wording, and orthography of
the biblical text was pluriform and dynamically growing, with variant literary editions for many of
the biblical books.”77
Concerning the stages of textual development, Ulrich has hypothesized that the “composi-
tion of the individual books involved a sequence of revisions of traditional materials—a succes-
sion of new editions.”78 For each book and each text type,79 the process was not the same. Ulrich
adduces examples such as 4QpaleoExodm, the David and Goliath pericope,80 the large-scale differ-
ences in Jeremiah and Daniel to demonstrate an articulated definition of a “literary edition” as
a literary unit—a story, pericope, narrative, poem, book, etc.—appearing in two or more 
75 idem, “Clearer Insight into the Development of the Bible—A Gift of the Scrolls,” 128.
76 Over time, however, Ulrich has pointed to 4QReworked Pentateuch for an exemplar of this phenomenon. 
See Ulrich, “Clearer Insight into the Development of the Bible—A Gift of the Scrolls,” 160–161.
77 Ulrich, “Methodological Reflections,” 152.
78 Idem, “Pluriformity in the Biblical Text,” 35.
79 Ulrich makes four distinctions when it comes to how texts are analyzed within the ‘Editions’ theory. These 
are ‘Text Family,’ ‘Text Type,’ ‘Text Tradition,’ and ‘Text Group’ (idem, “Pluriformity in the Biblical Text,” 38). These are 
defined accordingly: a ‘Text Family’ is “a relatively small set of Mss which display close agreement in idiosyncratic or 
unique readings which are secondary . . . ;” a ‘Text Type’ is “a relatively large set of Mss which display general agree-
ment despite differences in details, but where the emphasis is on affiliation . . . ;” a ‘Text Tradition’ is “a relatively large
set of Mss which display general agreement despite differences in details, but where the emphasis is on the develop-
ment or history of the text . . . ;” and a ‘Text Group’ is “a general term that covers any or all of the above when 
speaking generally or when the evidence is insufficient to use the other terms.” idem, “Pluriformity in the Biblical 
Text,” 38.
80 See 2 Samuel 17–18.
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parallel forms . . . which one author, major redactor, or major editor completed and which 
a subsequent redactor or editor intentionally changed to a sufficient extent that the 
resultant form should be called a revision of that text . . . .”81
This “organic process” is the process of the ongoing development of scripture in antiquity.82
2.1.4.2. Assessment of the Editions Theory
Ulrich’s Editions theory makes significant strides in adopting an empirically based methodology.
Interspersed throughout Ulrich’s writing is a call for greater clarity in terminology and the need to
work from the textual data to formulate conclusions. To explain the large scale differences, Ulrich’s
analysis incorporates intentional scribal reworking so as to explain the processes of transmission
and editorial principles.
Incorporation of syntax, however, is rarely factored into his theory of Editions. There are
times when Ulrich appeals to syntax to account for textual issues, but these issues are analyzed on
the realm of textual variants. In other words, Ulrich distinguishes between philological features of
a text and the overall textual character.83 The aggregate of textual variants may or may not indicate
multiple Editions, and the criterion for adjudicating between these two poles of data finds prefer-
ence in large-scale differences.84 Hence, Ulrich has framed the data in a particular way, as all the re-
81 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions: Reflections toward a Theory of the History of the Biblical Text,” 88.
82 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 88–89; idem, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hebrew Scriptural Texts,” 
105. Ulrich’s position on ‘canon’ is that it is a later conceptual development and thus not an operative concept in Sec-
ond Temple Judaism: “There are three aspects of the technical use of canon that I think it will be important to note: 
(1) it represents a reflexive judgment, (2) it denotes a closed list, and (3) it concerns biblical books. Thus, I would ar-
gue that there is no canon as such in Judaism prior to the end of the first century c.e. or in Christianity prior to the 
fourth century . . . .” idem, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, 56.
83 “Major variants . . . could theoretically be either part of a pattern constituting a revised literary edition or 
simply isolated variants. If simply individual variants, they would certainly give rise to variant text families in the 
subsequent transmission. The individual textual variants of an entire book or section must be studied both singly 
and synoptically in order to determine whether they are truly ‘individual’ textual variants or part of the pattern con-
stituting a variant edition.” Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, 109–110.
84 Of central importance to Ulrich are the easily distinguishable large-scale textual differences, such as for 
example, MT Jeremiah compared to OG Jeremiah, the David and Goliath pericope, and 4QpaleoExodm. In his analysis
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viewed theories have done. These large-scale differences do merit close analysis, but what could
use additional refinement and methodological rigor is the criterion to place these large scale dif-
ferences as an operative methodological starting point through which the smaller scale differences
are evaluated. In other words, are the observable large-scale differences discernible on the level of
textual production, or are they rather the result of ongoing scribal accretions?85 Moreover, what
criterion is to be adduced for situating these large-scale differences as representative examples of
textual transmission in Second Temple Judaism? As the present study is founded on an empirical
investigation, it remains to be seen whether Ulrich is correct in prioritizing large-scale differences
over textual variants, especially when a strong distinction has been made—as Ulrich has done—
between language and text. Syntactical analysis may grant alternative methods for viewing the dif-
ferences between texts. For example, a question of concern to the present study is whether Edi-
tions might be better conceptualized as Versions. In his review of Molly Zahn’s Rethinking Rewrit-
ten Scripture, Geza Vermeš stated 
As for the textual variations that students of the Bible encountered in those days [viz., first 
century], they were probably not greater than those readers in England or in America face 
when they look at the great variety of the current English translations of the Holy Writ.86
of 1QIsaa, Ulrich claims there is insufficient evidence to claim two variant literary editions. This judgment is made on 
the grounds that “the orthographic, or philological, stratum of a Hebrew biblical manuscript should be assessed sep-
arately from the strata of both individual variant readings and variant literary editions of the book.” This seems to be 
a difference without distinction, in that Ulrich has somehow yet to distinguish how a text is made irrespective of 
constitutive parts—language.
85 Tigchelaar raises a similar question—but also applicable to the present circumstance—in conjunction 
with the ‘editions’ reconstructions in the Oxford/Scholars Hebrew Bible. See Eibert Tigchelaar, “Editing the Hebrew 
Bible: An Overview of Some Problems,” in Editing the Bible: Assessing the Task Past and Present (eds. John S. Kloppen-
borg and Judith H. Newman; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012), 51. See also Karel van der Toorn, Scribal Cul-
ture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2007), 145–155; and Ron Hendel, “As-
sessing the Text-Critical Theories of the Hebrew Bible,” in Oxford Handbook of the Dead Sea Scrolls (eds. Timothy H. 
Lim and John J. Collins; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 295–297.
86 Geza Vermeš, “Review: Rethinking Rewritten Scripture: Composition and Exegesis in the 4QReworked Pen-
tateuch Manuscripts,” JJS 64/1 (2013): 194–196. This is one of the last writings of Vermeš before his passing. He did not 
have the chance to articulate this line of thought in an independent work of his own.
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Hence, the issue revolves around gaining clarity in methodology, and developing scientific
measures for assessing the issues in the text, specifically, how syntactical variation factors into the
history of the text—and determining an associated terminology which best characterizes the data,
whether it is Editions or Versions. The present study is a modest attempt at presenting method-
ological reasons for including syntax in the overall assessment and development of theories of tex-
tual transmission.
2.2. Summary and Assessment of the Textual Transmission Theories: A Proposal for Historical
Linguistics
Ulrich’s statement regarding three of the four predominate theories offers both an observation and
assessment:
Though the three views are often seen as contradicting each other, to me they rather seem 
simply to focus on different aspects. Briefly stated: Cross has focused on the origins or 
originating causes of the different text types—how the different types came to be or were 
produced. Talmon has focused on the final stages—how we end up with only three main 
texts or text-types. Tov has focused on the complexity of the textual witnesses the 
manuscript remains.87
In conjunction to this quote, Ron Hendel adds, “Ulrich’s theory can be seen as complementary as
well—he has added a focus on editions . . . .”88 Ulrich and Hendel’s comments are insightful be-
cause they facilitate clarity in terms of the nexus between method and data. Some of the theories
directly address the need to adopt an empirical methodology, that is, studying the data from a bot-
tom to top sort of approach. Nevertheless, one must be mindful that particular assumptions are in-
fluential in the analysis of any data; interpreters are not a tabula rasa. Hendel raises caution on
87 Ulrich, “Pluriformity in the Biblical Text,” 82–83. See also Ron Hendel, “Assessing Text-Critical Theories of 
the Hebrew Bible,” in The Oxford Handbook of the Dead Sea Scrolls (eds. Timothy H. Lim and John J. Collins; Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2012), 298.
88 Hendel, “Assessing Text-Critical Theories of the Hebrew Bible,” 298.
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this particular point when he comments, “there are underlying philosophical assumptions and
epistemological commitments in any text-critical theory.”89 It stands to reason that identifying the
assumptions and commitments grants opportunity for methodological refinement. Such a process
has been characteristic of the four transmission theories discussed above. Nevertheless, there is
one particular assumption that has not received as much attention as it ought to have received,
that is, whether historical linguistics in general and syntax in particular sufficiently captures an
observed type of variant. If it does, further reflection on the task of philology and historical linguis-
tics is required, especially since they are foundational to textual transmission theories.
The reigning textual theories of the Hebrew Bible have not incorporated the historical lin-
guistic category of syntax for the purpose of assessing textual variation. Including syntactical
analysis into a theory of textual transmission does not necessarily overturn or disprove the pre-
dominant theories in scholarship today. To the contrary, I argue that appending historical linguis-
tic methodology to the philological practices of transmission theories offers a viable way forward
in our study of the text. As it currently stands, we are left to wonder what benefits are available by
studying textual variants not merely on philological grounds, but also syntactical, for linguistic evi-
dence is likewise profitable for understanding textual transmission.
Both philological and linguistic evidence is crucial for understanding the history of the
text. In light of incorporating historical linguistics into textual analysis, there is a need to adjust
how textual differences are described. Previous philological methods often described differences
as textual variants. Yet, we are left to wonder whether a description of such phenomena might be
perhaps be articulated better by the categories of historical linguistics. For this reason, the follow-
89 Hendel, “Assessing Text-Critical Theories of the Hebrew Bible,” 299.
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ing analysis adopts the term “variance” rather than the traditional “variant.” Traditionally, “variant”
has been used in text-critical discourse, though not necessarily, in conjunction with a preference
for 픐. That is, those readings which depart from 픐 are deemed to be a variant. Such a philological
comparison and category tends to prioritize one particular text over another. To circumvent any
propensity to favor one text over another, the term “variance” is preferred. One particular text is
not prioritized over the other.
2.3. Conclusion: The Hypothesis for the Present Study
The discovery of the Judaean Desert manuscripts has enabled scholars to update and improve tex-
tual transmission theories in various ways. A slow and discernible paradigm shift has occurred;
scholars have made necessary emendations, based on the ineluctable evidence of the scrolls, to
their study of textual transmission—the data defies the categorical formulations of traditional
philological methods. The character of the text has become difficult to demarcate into clear famil-
ial categories, which action has prompted scholars to hone and sharpen the methods required to
explain the data. As a result, significant questions have been raised in how best to assess textual
variation, especially regarding the orthographical and morphological similarities between the bib-
lical DSS and the non-biblical DSS, notably, those texts and variants which have defied traditional
categorization, e.g., 4Q158, 4Q364–367 or 4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QTorah. The need to incor-
porate syntax might likewise serve as an important methodological tool for texts closely related to
the so-called biblical scrolls.
Without a sustained and articulated study on the potential relationships between syntacti-
cal change and scribal practices, our methodologies of the transmission history risk overlooking an
important methodological refinement in terms of how to access textual variation. Eugene Ulrich
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has been unrelenting in his call for developments of new methods; for example, he writes
The present situation in scholarship is that there is a need for a revised mentality and for a 
paradigmatic revision in our categories and criteria. The reason that the scriptural scrolls 
surprise us is not the scroll texts themselves but our categories and criteria for assessing 
the biblical text in antiquity. The common default mentality of biblical scholars (or, our 
faulty mentality) is that the Masoretic text is the standard text and canon of the Hebrew 
Bible, and that texts (or books) which are not identical to the Masoretic Text are sectarian, 
or vulgar, or nonbiblical. But the problem is not the scrolls, but rather (a) the 
presuppositions of scholars and students, and (b) the theories regarding the history of the 
biblical text.90
An empirical study of this nature is driven by a curiosity pertaining to the relationship between
Second Temple scribes, their language, their culture, and their text. The curiosity also extends be-
yond the present study, in the hopes that a historical linguistic methodology developed here can
lead to a refined methodological approach where philological and historical linguistic tools are
both utilized in a balanced textual analysis. Yet, any proposed methodological tweak or adjust-
ment must be empirically applied to the data. Thus, the ensuing study hypothesizes a simple
premise: incorporating syntactical change into textual transmission theories affords viable
measures for explaining textual variance, without having to recourse to manuscript stemma.
90 Eugene Ulrich, “The Text of the Hebrew Scriptures at the Time of Hillel and Jesus,” in Congress Volume 
Basel 2001 (ed. A. Lemaire; VTSup; Brill, 2002); 92.
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CHAPTER 3
HISTORICAL LINGUISTICS AND TRANSMISSION THEORIES: A LINGUISTIC METHODOLOGY
FOR ASSESSING TEXTUAL VARIANCE IN THE JUDAEAN DESERT ISAIAH CORPUS
3.0. The Role of Historical Linguistics in Transmission Methodologies
Of the four predominant transmissions theories of the Hebrew Bible, the Non-Aligned theory of
Emanuel Tov is arguably the most linguistically centered, with explicit attention on phonology, or-
thography, and morphology. However, Tov devotes little time to investigate the role of syntax and
its potential implications on transmission theories. Talmon, on the other hand, did utilize syntacti-
cal analysis to explain textual developments, although he never explicitly incorporated syntax—
particularly diachronic syntax—as a large scale premise in his multiple text theory.1 Thus, the
question lingers of whether textual transmission theories can benefit by incorporating syntax into
the catalogue of differences among texts. Such is the query of the present study, but several issues
of methodological importance require a word or two.
Before I examine whether syntax can explain some of the textual variance in the Judaean
Desert biblical scrolls, it is best to articulate the methodology used here for analyzing textual varia-
tion vis-à-vis historical linguistics in general and diachronic syntax in particular.2 As the linguist
1 Talmon’s predominate category for textual differences were perceived as pristine texts whose differences 
were predominately explained by means of style; see e.g., Talmon, “Double Readings in the Massoretic Text,” 144–184; 
See also Talmon, “The Old Testament Text,” QHBT, 1–41.
2 As stated in chapter 1, the four predominate textual theories are not mutually exclusive to another, especial-
ly when one considers how each theory focuses on the data (see chapter 1, pp. 30–34). Given that Talmon’s theory ap-
pealed to syntax, it stands to reason this study corroborates and enhances his multiple text theory, yet also provides a
caveat insofar as how data is construed. In addition, Tov’s perspicacious examples, which he adduced to demonstrate
the incoherency of the textual family model and the basis for his non-aligned theory, are also foundational to the 
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Olga Fischer warns, 
One thing must be clear from the start: in order to compare utterances from different 
periods one must have a sense of what is comparable. This is not an easy question because 
‘comparability’ (or ‘incomparability’, for that matter) exists on a number of different 
levels.3
Thus, the present chapter is about addressing the difficulties that exist at several levels when asses-
sing the Qumran biblical scrolls in general and the Isaiah Judaean Desert scrolls in particular.
3.1. Historical Linguistics: Introduction to Diachrony and Synchrony
“Historical Linguistics,” states linguist Brian D. Joseph, “is the branch of linguistics that is con-
cerned with language change in general and with specific changes in languages, and in particular
with describing them, with cataloguing them, and ultimately, with explaining them.”4 That lan-
guages change has become a tacit premise of linguistics, and, as noted by Joseph, the historical lin-
guist’s focus is to describe the changes, categorize them, and undertake the difficult task of postu-
lating theories to account for the changes. A case in point is a change observable from Middle
English to contemporary English, as Joseph himself adduces, with an example from Shakespeare’s
Othello:
1.0 Tush, never tell me! I take it much unkindly that thou, Iago, who hast had my purse
as if the strings were thine, shouldst know of this. (Othello, 1604)
In comparison with the English used by speakers of the twenty-first century,5 several differences
are apparent. Perhaps the first noticeable difference, in terms of lexical choices, is the Middle Eng-
present analysis.
3 Olga Fischer, Morphosyntactic Change: Functional and Formal Perspectives (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2007), 12.
4 Brian D. Joseph, “Historical Linguistics,” 107.
5 Hereafter, I will use the adjective ‘modern’ or ‘current’ to mean a speaker of twenty-first century English.
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lish “Tush.” This lemma, as defined by Oxford English Dictionary, means “an exclamation of impa-
tient contempt or disparagement,”6 a word that a modern English speaker would more likely use to
indicate part of the human anatomy, not as an interjection. Today, an English speaker would per-
haps replace such a term with a modern equivalent, perhaps something like “bah.”
Lexical changes are not the only linguistic category susceptible to diachronic change, how-
ever. As the English interjection “Tush” has, for the most part, fallen out of colloquial usage, the
same can be observed with other linguistic categories such as morphology and/or syntax. Turning
back to Joseph’s Othello example, the morphosyntax of the verbal forms “hast” and “shouldst” have
since undergone change and today are replaced with “have” and “should.” An English speaker to-
day would rarely7 use these morphosyntactical forms for the third person singular verbal
morpheme, yet such forms do not seemingly create non-sensical or ungrammatical utterances.
The contemporary English speaker can make sense of these morphosyntactical differences, and
can therefore smooth over the grammatical bumps of yesteryear so as to correctly understand the
syntactical structure of the utterance.
While the morphosyntactical changes of the third person singular verb present little diffi-
culty for a contemporary English speaker, other changes can occur which present more difficulty.
An example from Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales (ca. 1400 CE) is apropos:
2.0a Whan that Aprille with its shoures soote
The droght of March hath perced to the roote . . .
6 OED, s.v., “tush, int. and n.3.”
7 I say rarely for these forms can be heard in public prayers or citations of older Bible versions (such as the 
KJV) in formal events. This raises an important insight regarding pragmatics, that is, extra-linguistic factors can have 
a bearing on the linguistic utterance. The nexus between morphology, syntax, discourse, text, and meta-text is an im-
portant issue to bear in mind in the analysis of any text transmitted in a scribal culture.
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2.0b When April with its sweet showers
The drought of March has pierced to the root . .
Apart from the significant orthographical changes (whan = when, soote = sweet, etc.), Chaucer’s
English syntax differs in the subordinate clause construction. The Middle English of Chaucer
(2.0a) attests to a subordinate construction with two head words of “Whan that;” whereas in Mod-
ern English (2.0b) the syntax of the subordinate clause takes the single word “When.”8
Such lexical, morphosyntactical, and syntactical changes are illustrative to some of the
fine tuned and large scale changes that a language incurs by its speakers. All languages change
throughout the course of their history, although languages do not always change the same way.
Isolating such changes are possible by means of a comparative analysis between two synchronic
stages—namely the grammatical features which are characteristic of a language at a particular
point in time.9 Utilizing comparative measures to discern differences between the two dialects of
English enables one to locate the differences so as to assess the grammar of the language as repre-
sented in an anterior text, as produced by the grammar of its time, with a posterior grammar, ei-
ther from a textual or spoken source.10 These two grammars are conceived in terms of two syn-
chronic stages of intra-linguistic development, i.e., a synchronic stage (see Figure 2.0).
8 Joseph, “Historical Linguistics,” 111.
9 Ferdinand de Saussure, the father of modern linguistics, is credited for pioneering synchronic studies of 
language (see, e.g., Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in General Linguistics [Translated by Baskin Wade. New York: Co-
lumbia University Press, 2011], 101–137). Saussure defines a synchronic stage as a language state, as compared to di-
achrony which is termed evolutionary (de Saussure, Course, 81).
10 It extends beyond the present study to discuss whether audio recordings are a text, but I mention spoken 
source here for it is possible with technology to create large databases of audio recordings to apply the same di-
achronic principles.
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An important methodological principle is inherent in the above diachronic comparison.
That is, comparison is the process whereby two synchronic stages of a language are compared to
isolate (according to Joseph, “catalogue”) those occasions of differences, as the grammatical fea-
tures of the language change throughout its history.11 As in example 1.o above, comparing the Eng-
lish of Othello and Canterbury Tales (a synchronic stage of English) with current English usage
(another synchronic stage of English) created opportunity to locate various differences by means
of a diachronic comparison.12 Consequently, the linguist is in a better position to explore the his-
torical developments in the studied language,13 while attempting to articulate a theoretical
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Figure 2.0 Diachornic and Synchronic Analysis
11 Figure 2.0 is adapted from the methodology of Brian D. Joseph, “Historical Linguistics,” 108–110.
12 In a culture where the printing press is not the medium of textual production, several caveats are necessary
to bear in mind in the application of this principle to the data. In other words, it does not follow that a comparison of
two synchronic stages necessarily surfaces differences which are best accounted for by diachronic syntax. One must 
bear in mind other issues which could equally account for textual variation, e.g., issues of style and register.
13 S. P. Harrison lists three goals of the comparative method; the second goal, “to explore the history of indi-
vidual languages,” is operative at this juncture of the discussion. See S. P. Harrison, “On the Limits of the Comparative
Method,” in The Handbook of Historical Linguistics (eds. Brian D. Joseph and Richard D. Janda; Oxford: Blackwell, 
2003), 214.
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premise which gave rise to the change.
3.1.1. Applying Diachrony and Synchrony to the Second Temple Scrolls and Fragments of Isaiah
When applying diachrony and synchrony to the Judaean Desert Isaiah scrolls,14 several preliminary
issues merit a brief discussion. To facilitate a discussion of the issues, three questions can be asked:
1) To what synchronic stage of Hebrew do the Judaean Desert Isaiah scrolls relate?
2) What criteria(on) are (is) used for determining whether textual differences are
related to different synchronic stages?
3) Do the syntactical features of LBH and QH account for the textual differences
observed in the Isaiah scrolls?
A word about each of these questions addresses some of the levels of difficulties for understanding
how the analysis of the Isaiah scrolls (in chapter 4) will test the hypothesis regarding diachronic
syntactical change.
3.1.1.1. The Synchronic Stage(s) of the Judaean Desert Isaiah Scrolls
Because the mutability of language is likewise a characteristic of Hebrew, the same method of di-
achronic analysis is applicable to the Judaean Desert Isaiah corpus, with its own levels of difficul-
ties nonetheless. Unlike the above English examples, the text of Isaiah, which, developing from ip-
sissima verba to its composed form, is a transmitted text, not an authored text distributed by the
printing press mechanisms of today.15 That is, the Judaean Desert Isaiah corpus—so long as the
premise of a controlled scribal freedom is operable in the phases of transmission—theoretically
attests to different synchronic stages. As Michael Fishbane has eloquently framed it, 
14 Theoretically, any of the biblical scrolls could have been used to test the hypothesis of syntax. Chapter 4 ex-
plains why the Isaiah scrolls and fragments were chosen for this study.
15 By ‘composed text,’ I have in mind the modern conventions of an author, whereby a text is envisioned as 
the sole product of his or her intellectual aptitude. While singularity is often a closely associated category in modern 
perceptions of ‘author,’ such is not necessarily the case of a text transmitted in a scribal culture.
41
[T]here is no doubt that the technical competence involved in copyist activities made 
biblical scribes—individually and as members of schools—more than mere passive 
tradents. They were, in fact, both students of and even believers in the materials which 
they transmitted, and so were far from simple bystanders in matters relating to their 
clarity, implication, or application. It is thus squarely within the function of scribes as 
copyists and transmitters of texts that their annotations and exegeses take shape and are 
given form.16
Consequently, it is plausible to think that some of the accretions are likely related to diachronic
changes in the linguistic categories of phonology, morphology, and syntax. However, how can the
various synchronic stages be rightfully categorized if a scribe regularly intervened in the process of
transmission? An answer to this question is found in an excursus relating to two levels of difficulty:
the first difficulty is determining the criteria(on) needed to establish a synchronic stage (or linguis-
tic typology17) of a text and the second difficulty is identifying the potential synchronic layers in a
transmitted text.
3.1.1.1.1. Excursus: Criteria for the Relative Dating of a Synchronic Stage
Avi Hurvitz is often cited as the one responsible for spending considerable effort to articulate a
working methodology for dating texts by means of linguistic evidence.18 Hurvitz’s methodology
16 Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), 37; italics JT.
17 Typology has various meanings in linguistics. It is most frequently used in a cross-linguistic comparison for 
categorizing languages based on its grammatical features (e.g., SVO or VSO languages). Here I use the term intralin-
guistically as it relates to the grammatical features which constitute the grammatical features of each of its synchron-
ic stages (see William Croft, Typology and Universals [CTL. 2 ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003], 1-4).
18 See, e.g., Avi Hurvitz, “Linguistic Criteria for Dating Problematic Texts,” Hebrew Abstracts 14 (1973): 74-79; 
Avi Hurvitz, “The Date of the Prose-Tale of Job Linguistically Reconsidered,” Harvard Theological Review 67 (1974): 
17-34; Avi Hurvitz, “Hebrew and Aramaic in the Biblical Period: The Problem of "Aramaisms" in Linguistic Research 
on the Hebrew Bible,” in Biblical Hebrew: Studies in Chronology and Typology (ed. I. Young; JSOT; London: T&T Clark, 
2003); 24–37. Hurvitz was not the first scholar to develop a diachronic methodology of dating texts linguistically. See 
also S.R. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament (New York: Meridian Books, 1956); Arno Kropat, 
Die Syntax des Autors der Chronik verglichen mit der seiner Quellen: Ein Beitrag zur historischen Syntax des Hebräis-
chen (BZAW 16; Giessen: Alfred Töpelmann, 1909); Kutscher, “Hebrew Language, the Dead Sea Scrolls,” EncJud 8:626–
635. For Kutscher, see also E.Y. Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language (Leiden/Jerusalem: Brill/Magnes Press, 
1982). Robert Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew: Toward a Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew Prose (HSM 12; Missoula, 
Mont.: Published by Scholars Press for the Harvard Semitic Museum, 1976). For a narrative of how each of the above 
developed a diachronic methodology for Hebrew, see Dong-Hyuk Kim, Early Biblical Hebrew, Late Biblical Hebrew, 
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rests on four criteria. These four criteria are:19
(1) A linguistic feature is distributed throughout the corpus, of which the books of
Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronicles are LBH representatives.
(2) LBH texts can and must be compared and contrasted with EBH texts.
(3) Additional support is found in the affinities and relationships between the studied
biblical text and extra-biblical sources, such as inscriptions, epigraphic data, and
scrolls and fragments.
(4) An accumulation of the marked features of the respective synchronic stage in the
studied text provides objective reasons to conclude a feature is either LBH or EBH.
The concert of agreement between these four principles is sufficient to conclude, according to
Hurvitz, that the linguistic features are indicative to whatever synchronic stage is under study. Fur-
thermore, a date can be posited based on the linguistic typology of the text, particularly as it
agrees with known linguistic features. While Hurvitz’s criteria are often used at the level of lexis, it
is also possible to use these criteria at the level of syntax, as Jan Joosten has recently propounded.
By analogy with archaeology, Joosten proposes a “linguistic stratigraphy.”20 The various
grammatical features of the language at a given point in time—like various discovered artifacts of
archaeological digs—constitute certain grammatical features of a synchronic stage, that is, a syn-
chronic typology. Joosten recognizes that the process of dating a text must incorporate data from a
range of disciplines, yet what is central to Joosten is syntactical change. Because writers can emu-
late various styles for functional and stylistic purposes, Joosten observes that lexical choices are
and Linguistic Variability (VTSup 156; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 11–15. A comprehensive review of diachronic methodology 
can also be found in the two volume work of Ian Young, Robert Rezetko, and Martin Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of 
Biblical Texts (2 vols.; London: Equinox, 2008).
19 As the Hebrew data has slowly been digitized in the past twenty years, computational methods are avail-
able to create the necessary data for each of these steps. For available digital tools, see Emanuel Tov, “Computer-As-
sisted Tools for Textual Criticism,” in Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012), 377–381.
20 Jan Joosten, “The Distinction Between Classical and Late Biblical Hebrew as Reflected in Syntax,” HS 46 
(2005):, 328.
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circumstantial21—that is, ancient writers could have been cognizant of, for example, contemporary
Aramaisms. Thus, a writer could select a different lemma, based on reasons such as archaizing ten-
dency or perhaps other pragmatic or sociological issues.22 Syntax, on the other hand, is said to be
less perceptible to an ancient writer—and it is even more difficult for modern scholars to dis-
cern.23 The implication therefore is that syntax is not so easily emulated or mimicked; thus, it pro-
vides a viable stratum of data for comparing diachronic features.
Applying the methodology of Hurvitz and Joosten to the text of Isaiah is met with further
difficulties on account of the compositional layers in the book itself. For example, “[t]he Masoretic
book of Isaiah” states Shalom Paul, “is composed of two distinct sections written by two different
authors at different times.” The two distinct sections (Isaiah 1–39 and 40–66)24 are founded—
amongst other comparative differences learned through form, genre, and literary criticism—on
the various linguistic features in Deutero-Isaiah (DtIsa). These particular linguistic features of DtI-
sa, notes Paul, are “representative of an intermediate link between what has been termed Standard
. . . Biblical Hebrew . . . that is pre-exilic Hebrew—and Late Biblical Hebrew . . . that is exilic and
21 Lexical choices are also intimately linked to idiolect and style. For the importance of idiolect in diachronic 
analysis of lexical choices and style, see Jacobus A. Naudé, “The Transitions of Biblical Hebrew in the Perspective of 
Language Change and Diffusion,” in Biblical Hebrew: Studies in Chronology and Typology (ed. I. Young; JSOTSS; Lon-
don: T&T Clark, 2003); See also Robert D. Holmstedt, “Historical Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew,” in Diachrony in Bib-
lical Hebrew (eds. C. Miller-Naudé and Z. Zevit; LSAWS; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2012); 97–124.
22 Joosten cites the example of the תֶרֶגִּא, in which case an author might avoid the use of the Aramaic opting 
instead to use Hebrew רֶפֵס (Joosten, “The Distinction Between Classical and Late Biblical Hebrew,” 329).
23 Joosten, “The Distinction Between Classical and Late Biblical Hebrew,” 329. Abegg likewise notes the fi-
nesse and attention to detail required in observing syntactical difference (see Martin Abegg Jr., “The Linguistic Analy-
sis of the Dead Sea Scrolls: More Than [Initially] Meets the Eye,” in Rediscovering the Dead Sea Scrolls: An Assessment 
of Old and New Approaches and Methods [ed. M. Grossman; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010]; 63–64).
24 As Paul mentions, the further division between DtIsa and Trito-Isaiah is superfluous from a linguistic per-
spective because “there is a consensus that the periods concerned are within the time frame mentioned above 
[namely, the transition period between pre- and post-exilic era]” Shalom M Paul, “Signs of Late Biblical Hebrew in 
Isaiah 40–66,” in Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew (eds. C. Miller-Naudé and Z. Zevit; LSAIWS; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns,
2012); 294n3.
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postexilic Hebrew . . . .”25 Thus, the methodological premise at work in Paul’s analysis of the lan-
guage of DtIsa analyzes and compares LBH features in each synchronic stage (Isaiah 1–39 = syn-
chronic stage 226 and Isaiah 40–66 = synchronic stage 3) so as to utilize these data for purposes of
diachronic analysis, according to Hurvitz’s methodology. That is, Isaiah 1–39 attests to a typology
whose features are congruent with EBH, while the typology of DtIsa is congruent with LBH. Ac-
cording to Paul, there are at a minimum two potential synchronic stages at the level of composition
in the book of Isaiah. Paul’s use of Hurvitz and Joosten’s methodology is not without its critiques,
however.
In 2003, the so-called chronological dating method, as espoused by Hurvitz, came under
scrutiny as a viable methodology for dating biblical texts. In an edited volume, entitled Biblical He-
brew: Studies in Chronology and Typology, Ian Young began the concluding essay of the volume by
claiming that, on the basis of scribal freedom and intervention, a transmitted text is theoretically
an accretion of linguistic features of each of its representative stages of transmission.27 In a later
co-authored volume with Robert Rezetko and Martin Ehrensvärd, the challenge against Hurvitz’s
chronological methods (amongst others) is intensified. They reason that 
[S]cholars of the language of the Hebrew Bible must take seriously the text-critical 
dimension in their research on chronological layers in BH and in their efforts to date 
biblical texts on a linguistic basis. Linguistic analysis cannot afford to ignore scholarly 
consensuses about the Hebrew Bible’s literary complexity and textual fluidity. Assigning 
dates to biblical texts on the basis of linguistic analysis stands at odds with text-critical 
perspectives on those texts. Textual stability is a fundamental premise of the linguistic 
dating of biblical texts . . . , yet the extant evidence shows that ancient texts of the Bible 
25S.M. Paul, “Signs,” 293.
26 These numbers are heuristic devices to indicate the grammatical characteristics of the language at a given 
point in time. See figure 2.0 above the logic of each synchronic stage, as they relate to a diachronic comparison.
27 Ian Young, “Concluding Reflections,” in Biblical Hebrew: Studies in Chronology and Typology (ed. I. Young; 
JSOT; London: T&T Clark, 2003); 312.
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were characterized by textual instability.28
Young et al. are not arguing against linguistic change, but are rather utilizing linguistic change to
determine the date of a still-fluid text. LBH features are recognized, and the point Young et al. are
making is that LBH features are extant in EBH texts. Young et al. conclude that linguistic dating of
texts is dubious because the synchronic stages of EBH and LBH are not indicative for the era in
which it can be postulated to have been composed (thus, contra the first criterion of Hurvitz’s
methodology). In other words, LBH features are often found in EBH texts and EBH features are of-
ten found in LBH texts.29 At best, Young et al. state EBH and LBH are better thought of as matters
of linguistic style.30
Applying his linguistic conclusions of style to 1QIsaa, Young argues that the linguistic varia-
tion evinced therein does not find explanation by means of a systematic updating of the text.31
Contra Kutscher, Young argues that the linguistic nature of the Great Isaiah Scroll is synonymous
with the previous studies conducted by himself and Rezetko, which is to say that the linguistic ty-
28 Young et al., LDBT, 1:359; Italics Young et al. Young et al. surface an important point, particularly how it re-
lates to the historical linguistic practice of dating texts. To my mind, it seems an enthymemic principle is operative in
their characterization, insofar as they do not explicate the differences between text and language. In other words, 
does ‘textual stability’ imply linguistic uniformity? Or stated conversely, does ‘textual instability’ imply linguistic in-
stability? Put differently, what is a text? It extends beyond the scope of analysis to provide answers to these ques-
tions, but chapter four does reflect more in-depth on the relationship between philology, historical linguistics, and 
transmission theory.
29 “So far we [Young et al.] have reviewed the evidence that indicates seeing EBH and LBH as two successive 
chronological phases of BH is incompatible with the evidence. We argue that a better model sees LBH as merely one 
style of Hebrew in the Second Temple and quite possibly First Temple periods. Both EBH and LBH are styles with 
roots in preexilic Hebrew, which continue throughout the postexilic period. ‘Early’ BH and ‘Late’ BH, therefore, do 
not represent different chronological periods in the history of BH, but instead represent coexisting styles of literary 
Hebrew throughout the biblical period” Ian Young, Robert Rezetko, and Martin Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Bibli-
cal Texts (2 vols.; London: Equinox, 2008), 2:96.
30 Young et al., LDBT, 1:361.
31 Ian Young, ““Loose” Language in 1QIsaa,” in Keter Shem Tov: Essays on the Dead Sea Scrolls in Memory of Alan 
Crown (eds. I. Young and S. Tzoref; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2013); 89–112.
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pology of the scroll is not uniform with the characteristics of LBH. Rather, the differences in the
scroll attest to both EBH and LBH.32 If Young is correct in his theory—that the observable changes
in the Great Isaiah Scroll was caused by different styles of scribal practices as opposed to diachron-
ic change—then the present study could perhaps fall into methodological error by arguing for di-
achronic syntactic change. It is unknown whether the sort of observable differences in the Isaiah
scrolls were prompted by diachronic issues or stylistic—or both.
At the center of Young’s argument against diachronic analysis is the evidence of textual
fluidity. As argued in chapter two, the Qumran discoveries have brought about an entirely unfore-
seen era in the transmission theories of the Hebrew Bible, to the point that unmerited prejudice
for 픐 cannot stand as an operative assumption in text-critical discourse.33 I agree that a marked
characteristic of the text in the Second Temple era is its fluidity, yet one must be clear on what log-
ically follows on the basis of textual diversity.34 That LBH features can appear in EBH texts and vice
versa is sufficient grounds for Young to argue against diachrony in favor for other factors which
could conceivably explain the mixed linguistic nature of the text. Some of those other factors are
non-chronological explanations of dialect,35 sociolect,36 idiolect or style,37 and scribes. While these
32 Kutscher had argued that “the linguistic anomalies of IQIsaa reflect the Hebrew and Aramaic currently spo-
ken in Palestine towards the end of the second Commonwealth” LLBIS, 3. cf. I. Young, ““Loose” Language,” 106–107.
33 See esp. Eugene Ulrich, “Methodological Reflections on Determining Scriptural Status in First Century Ju-
daism,” in Rediscovering the Dead Sea Scrolls: an Assessment of Old and New Approaches and Methods (ed. M.L. 
Grossman; Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Pub., 2010); 145–161.
34 I would also add that one must be clear on “fluidity.” Given the fuzzy nature of what “fluidity” might mean, 
particularly whether it relates to the ideology of the scribal culture or the sort of variants attested (which indelibly is 
a synthesis between the scribal culture and textual transmission), it seems that Talmon’s terminology of “controlled 
freedom” is a better taxonomy, for it gives the impression of controlling features of the scribal process, yet also opens 
the methodology to include scribal intervention. See discussion in chapter 1.
35 Defined as “. . . the speech of a particular geographical place or region” Young et al., LDBT, 59.
36 Defined as “ . . . the speech of a particular class or group within a society” Young et al., LDBT, 59.
37 Defined as “ . . . idiolect is the speech of ‘dialect’ of a particular individual” and “[s]tyle is systematic varia-
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factors can conceivably and most likely do contribute to textual diversity, they do not, however,
prevent diachronic analysis. In other words, it remains obscure as to how non-chronological fac-
tors are impervious to diachronic reconstruction. Robert Holmstedt reveals the inconsistency of
Young and Rezetko’s application of their method, for he reasons that “If they [Young and Rezetko]
can identify textual differences that stand in obvious chronological relationship, then they have
engaged in the very reconstruction work they seem to disallow.”38 By this logic, Holmstedt contin-
ues, “If the artifacts from which philological texts are reconstructed can be placed in sequential or-
der, then differences between them are prime evidence for language change.”39
To my mind, textual fluidity certainly creates a challenge. It stands to reason, at a theoreti-
cal level, that a transmitted text, under a scribal culture whose modus operandi is not the faithful
replication of its Vorlage, could potentially introduce textual variation which correlated with the
synchronic features of its grammar—which may even have been prompted such changes. To argue
that the textual variance of the Great Isaiah Scroll does not show a systematic revision of its lan-
guage from EBH to LBH is founded upon an ideal that diachronic changes would be entirely
uniform to the point that a transmitted text, such as Isaiah, would take the grammatical form of a
text composed in LBH such as Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, or Chronicles. However, such an as-
sessment seems more driven by sociological issues in general and an ideology of scribal culture in
particular.40 That is, it would seem that an entirely revised text would be better relegated to philos-
tion related to a type of discourse or its context . . . ” Young et al., LDBT, 59. Zevit rightly observes that style still oper-
ates on a system of parameters, which require explication for methodological reasons (see e.g., Ziony Zevit, “Linguis-
tic Dating and Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew,” in Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew [eds. C. Miller-Naudé and Z. Zevit; 
LSAWS; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2012]; 455–489).
38 R.D. Holmstedt, “Historical Linguistics,” 101.
39 R.D. Holmstedt, “Historical Linguistics,” 101.
40 Young states in the opening of his article that his earliest perceptions of 1QIsaa were such that “1QIsaa re-
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ophy of the scribal culture—not an issue of diachronic change.41
Young et al. raise significant questions that call for methodological reflection and analysis.
However, I do not see the arguments of Young et al. deleterious to the present analysis of diachron-
ic syntactical change. Rather, I see the methodological questions regarding philology and historical
linguistics as argued by Young et al. necessitating a study of this type, albeit at a comprehensive
level on each of the biblical scrolls.42 To swing the pendulum from diachronic change to linguistic
style, however, does not seem warranted with so much of the evidence yet examined with these
questions in mind. In all likelihood, both diachronic change and linguistic style are probably influ-
ential in textual diversity in manuscript cultures.
To resolve the issue which prompted this excursus, it is possible to establish the needed
criteria for establishing a synchronic stage by means of two premises. The first premise, as eluci-
dated by Paul, is that DtIsa can be understood to relate to a synchronic era of the exile. Most bibli-
cal scholars would agree on a proposed date within the post-exilic era (ca. 500 – 350 BCE) for the
compositional stage of DtIsa and Trito-Isaiah (56–66).43 Proto-Isaiah is believed to have predated
flects systematic linguistic variants that change its linguistic profile from EBH to LBH, comparable to the core books 
of Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronicles” I. Young, ““Loose” Language,” 94. Young concludes saying, “At the 
end of this study of the evidence of the texts, I end up by concluding that what I used to think about MT Isaiah and 
1QIsaa was completely wrong” I. Young, ““Loose” Language,” 111.
41 A parallel example is found in analyzing current English Bible versions. On occasions a translator will not 
update an older English syntactical construction, despite its sounding irregular to an English reader. Memorialized 
passages—certain passages like Psalm 23, Matthew 5, or John 3:16—rarely deviate from the syntactical register of the 
English used in the KJV. Such is a philosophical premise in the translation approach—in some cases the passage 
could be more intelligible if the English of the KJV were updated.
42 See email from Jarod
43 An exact dating is unlikely, yet most scholars would date DtIsa to a post-exilic date, with a window of ~200 
years. For example, “It is possible to assign the date of DtIsa to the end of the sixth century, with the beginning of 
Persian rule. But I [Baltzer] believe that there are good reasons for assuming a later date—to be more specific, some-
time between 450 and 400 B.C.E., the presupposition being a number of general considerations and the exegesis of 
individual passages” (Klaus Baltzer, Deutero-Isaiah: A Commentary on Isaiah 40–55 [Hermeneia 23C; ed. Peter Ma-
chinist; trans. Margaret Kohl; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001], 30.) For a detailed discussion on the ongoing discus-
sions of tripartite divisions of the book and dating proposals of each, see Joseph Blenkinsopp, Isaiah 40–55: A New 
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DtIsa and Trito-Isaiah, thus pushing it back to perhaps to a pre-exilic date.44 Thus, a working hy-
pothesis can be established: the composition of Isaiah is, should the latest of dates be accepted,
post-exilic with perhaps a generalized date of ca. 400 BCE. The item of interest now is to try to de-
termine the dates of the transmitted witnesses of the Judaean Desert caves. Should dates for the
transmitted scrolls and fragments be ascertainable, then one would be able to make inferences re-
garding the diachronic gap between the compositional stage and synchronic stage attested in the
transmission of Isaiah at Qumran. To accomplish the task of establishing the diachronic gap, the
philological evidence of the scrolls is invaluable.
The Qumran and refuge cave(s)45 have yielded twenty-two scrolls and/or fragments of Isai-
ah.46 The Isaiah scrolls and fragments have been published in several volumes and articles,47 the
most recent of which was the DJD 32 publication of 1QIsaa and 1Q8.48 The following chart offers the
Translation with Introduction and Commentary, (Vol. 19A; AYB; New Haven; London: Yale University Press, 2008), 69–
71.
44 Some have argued for a date as late as 727 BCE on the basis of the reign of Tiglath-Pilesar III. See Hans 
Wildberger, A Continental Commentary: Isaiah 1-12 (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1991), 3–6.
45 Only one fragment has been discovered in the broader deserts of Judah, namely, Murabbaʿat (MurIsaiah); 
see J.T. Milik, O.P. Roland de Vaux, O.P. P. Benoit eds., Les Grottes de Murabbaʿat (DJD 2; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1961), 79–80. 
46 The number of scrolls and fragments are not indicative of copies at Qumran. One must be cautious to not 
assume the numbers so easily attest to copies; Emanuel Tov articulates this concern in Emanuel Tov, “The Text of Isa-
iah at Qumran,” in Writing and Reading the Scroll of Isaiah: Studies of an Interpretive Tradition (eds. C.C. Broyles and 
C.A. Evans; VTSup; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 2: 491n1. For a summarized list and discussion on the scrolls and fragments, 
see Peter W. Flint, “The Isaiah Scrolls from the Judean Desert,” in Writing and Reading the Scroll of Isaiah: Studies of an
Interpretive Tradition (eds. C.A. Evans and C.C. Broyles; VTSup; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 2: 481–490.
47 See Eugene Ulrich, Frank Moore Cross, et al., Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets (DJD 15; Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1997) for a list of the previous discussions on each of the fragments.
48 The primary texts used in the forgoing discussions are based on the editio princeps in the respective DJD 
volumes and other related publications. See e.g. Peter Flint and Eugene Ulrich, Qumran Cave 1: The Isaiah Scrolls. Part 
1: Plates and Transcriptions (DJD 32; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2010); Peter Flint and Eugene Ulrich, Qumran Cave 1: 
The Isaiah Scrolls. Part 2: Introductions, Commentary, and Textual Variants (DJD 32; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2010); 
Eugene Ulrich, Frank Moore Cross, et al., Qumran Cave 4,X: The Prophets (DJD 15; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997). Also
see D. Barthélemy and J.T. Milik, Qumran Cave I (DJD 1; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1955); M. Burrows, J.C. Trever, and 
W.H. Brownlee, The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s Monastery. Volume I: The Isaiah Manuscript and the Habakkuk Com-
mentary (New Haven: American Schools of Oriental Research, 1950); E.L. Sukenik, The Dead Sea Scrolls of the Hebrew 
50
paleographical date of each of the available Second Temple era extant biblical scroll and fragment,
as according to the DJD editor.49
Biblical Scrolls/Fragments
DJD Title Date DJD Title Date
1QIsaa Great Isaiah Scroll ca. 125–100 BCE 4Q63 4QIsaj ca. 37 BCE
1Q8 1QIsab ca. 37 BCE 4Q64 4QIsak ca. 50 BCE
4Q55 4QIsaa ca. 37 BCE 4Q65 4QIsal ca. 100–50 BCE
4Q56 4QIsab ca. 37 BCE 4Q66 4QIsam ca. 50 BCE
4Q57 4QIsac ca. 50 CE 4Q67 4QIsan ca. 50 BCE
4Q58 4QIsad ca. 75 BCE 4Q68 4QIsao ca. 100–50 BCE
4Q59 4QIsae  ca. 30–1 BCE50 4Q69 4QpapIsap ca. 50 BCE
4Q60 4QIsaf ca. 100–50 BCE 4Q69a 4QIsap ca. 30–1 BCE51
4Q61 4QIsag 50–1 BCE52 4Q69b 4QIsar ca. 150–30 BCE53
4Q62 4QIsah  ca. 50 BCE Mur3 MurIsaiah ca. 20–84 CE
4Q62a 4QIsai ca. 50 BCE 5Q3 5QIsa ca. 15 BCE – 70 CE
Table 1: Extant Biblical Scrolls and Fragments Discovered in the Judaean Desert
Based on the paleographical dating of the Qumran scrolls, the second premise can be stab-
lished: there is a window of ca. 250–300 years of transmission of Isaiah in the Second Temple era.
Of course, this gap between the dating of composition and the attested transmission does not ipso
facto indicate that textual variation in the Judaean Desert scrolls and fragments are indicative to
diachronic linguistic changes. As the father of modern linguistics had stated,
University (Jerusalem: Hebrew University and Magnes Press, 1955).
49 See Appendix A for catalogue of the scrolls and fragments yielded by the caves of Qumran and beyond. The
catalogue contains a brief summarized format of the characteristics of each scroll and fragment, as well as the con-
tents of Isaiah attested in each scroll and fragment.
50 The editors state, “The hand is early Herodian, dated to the late first century BCE.” DJD 15, 90. 
51 The editors do not suggest a date other than by suggesting it is the work of an “early Herodian hand.” DJD 
15, 141.
52 The editors state, “The manuscript is inscribed in a formal hand of the early Herodian, or perhaps the late 
Hasmonaean, period, dating from approximately the last third or latter half, of the first century BCE.” DJD 15, 113.
53 The date is described only by the era of the hand; see DJD 15, 143.
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In practice a language-state is not a point but rather a certain span of time during which 
the sum of the modifications that have supervened is minimal. The span may cover ten 
years, a generation, a century, or even more. It is possible for a language to change hardly at 
all over a long span and then to undergo radical transformations within a few years. Of two 
languages that exist side by side during a given period, one may evolve drastically and the 
other practically not at all; study would have to be diachronic in the former instance, 
synchronic in the latter.54
Saussure’s comments provide caution in assuming that a gap of 200–350 years is sufficient to
presume that the sort of variances in the Isaiah scrolls are indeed results of diachronic change. In
order to determine whether an observed variation can indeed be attributed to diachronic syntacti-
cal changes, it is necessary to be clear on what criteria(on) can be used for determining whether
textual differences are related to different synchronic stages.
3.1.1.2. A Criterion for Assessing the Synchronic Stage of Textual Variances
Textual variance is in all probability related to various issues, one of which is perhaps diachronic
changes in the grammar of Hebrew. Issues of style, as Young et al. mention, are most likely another
impetus for change and variation. Thus, the problem is discerning which was prompting the
change. Because the transmission of the text was susceptible to ongoing compositional layers, one
must have a linguistic corpus with which to cross-compare textual variance so as to disentangle
the potential matrix of synchronic stages, types of changes, and scribal practices. Broad scale diffu-
sion of the change throughout the the linguistic corpus provides the necessary grounding to affirm
or deny a diachronic change. As Holmstedt and Screnock have explained it,
. . . [T]he cogency of any explanation is directly related to the size of the data set. First, to 
study a change and its chronological diffusion requires a clear variant pair—an “older” 
form and a “newer” form. Second, both features must be well attested in the identified 
corpus: one, two, or even a dozen examples of a given lexical or grammatical feature are 
not nearly enough from which to draw statistically valid conclusions about the nature of 
54 de Saussure, Course, 101; italics JT.
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the variation being studied. Dozens, preferably hundreds, of “tokens” are required to 
approach a statistically valid analysis . . . .55
Hence, the importance of the non-sectarian and sectarian texts from Qumran offer a comparable
linguistic corpora. The linguistic corpora enables statistical analysis of the “older” and “newer”
forms. Diffusion of one form throughout the corpora is a strong indicator to support the claim of a
diachronic change, while a lower frequency grants evidence to surmise that the form is a matter of
style.56
One additional level of difficulty requires attention as it relates to the methodology of dif-
fusion, as discussed by Holmstedt and Screnock. Since scholars are not in agreement on the nature
of QH, the proposal of including the sectarian texts from Qumran into the potential linguistic cor-
pus requires further clarification. In other words, how one construes the nature of QH has ramifi-
cations on what is comparable and what is not comparable—which is also to question what evi-
dence can be used. Several views of QH have been proposed. Some of which question whether QH
is an antilanguage,57 or a literary language or dialect,58 or spoken Hebrew of the period.59
55 Robert Holmstedt, John Screnock, “Whither Esther? A Linguistic Profile of the Book of Esther” (paper pre-
sented at the Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, Atlanta, 2013), 7.
56 Holmstedt and Screnock, “Whither Esther?,” 6–7.
57 William M. Schniedewind, “Qumran Hebrew as an Antilanguage,” JBL 118/2 (1999): 235-252; See also William
M. Schniedewind, A Social History of Hebrew: Its Origin Through the Rabbinic Period (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 2013), 173. Schniedewind’s proposal of antilanguage is reliant upon Halliday. See, e.g., M.A.K. Halliday, “Anti-
Languages,” American Anthropologist 78/3 (1976): 570–584.
58 Chaim Rabin, A Short History of the Hebrew Language (Jerusalem: Jewish Agency, 1973), 37; available online 
at http://www.adath-shalom.ca/rabin_he.htm (date accessed May 17, 2014). Rabin places emphasis on the social ma-
trix between the language and the people, whereas Blau stresses more of the literary characteristics of the language. 
See, e.g., Joshua Blau, “A Conservative View of the Language of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Diggers and the Well: Proceed-
ings of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls (eds. T. Muraoka and J. Elwolde; STDJ; 
Leiden: Brill, 2000); 2-–25.
59 Elisah Qimron, “The Nature of DSS Hebrew and its Relation to BH and MH,” in Diggers and the Well: Pro-
ceedings of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls (eds. T. Muraoka and J. Elwolde; 
STDJ; Leiden: Brill, 2000); 232–244.
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However one defines and understands QH has implications on the relationship between it
and LBH and EBH. If QH is not a continuation of LBH, there is perhaps an issue of whether an in-
clusion of QH sectarian material can render a statistical analysis invalid or not. In other words, the
data would be skewed and the results would attest to the circularity of the problem. Thus, an im-
portant question to ask is what evidence there is to ground the sectarian material in the linguistic
corpus? Providing an answer to this issue is not likely in the amount of time for this study, yet it
should be mentioned that the sort of variances in the biblical scrolls could indeed be the very data
of diachronic changes of syntax—an even handed approach is best for interpreting the data. With
that being said, a working presumption is required in order for the study to proceed.
As the issue of QH and its relationship to LBH is in some sense still under discussion and
analysis, the present study relies on the research, intuition, and erudition of the semiticists and
Hebrew linguists who have published on the Hebrew of the sectarian and biblical materials. How-
ever, the transmission of the biblical scrolls and the variances attested therein might actually be
the more likely evidence of the changes in QH. Thus, the variance in the biblical scrolls, as Murao-
ka suggests, can perhaps offer clues in ascertaining the syntactical developments of QH, for he
reasons
Although not every single departure from the MT is necessarily a reflection of the speech 
of the copyist in question or the état de langue of his time and linguistic milieu, we may 
have gained some significant insight into the nature of QH if we could identify some clear 
drift by analysing such deviations.60
The implication inherent in Muraoka’s comments is of course that some changes may indeed have
been prompted by the various diachronic changes of QH, and to this I would add Joosten’s com-
60 T. Muraoka, “An Approach to the Morphosyntax and Syntax of Qumran Hebrew,” in Diggers and the Well: 
Proceedings of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls (eds. T. Muraoka and J. Elwolde; 
STDJ; Leiden: Brill, 2000); 193; italics Muraoka.
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ments that syntax is not so easily reproduced. Thus, the present study, while not denying nor af-
firming that QH and LBH are of the same synchronic stage, looks primarily to the data agreed
upon by Semiticists and Qumran Hebrew specialists as being characteristic of QH—yet applies
the above methodology of diffusion to move beyond subjectivity. Consequently, the data of partic-
ular interest are the scrolls and fragments which undoubtedly reflect the Hebrew of Second Tem-
ple era, particularly in a synchronous relationship with the copying of the Isaiah scrolls.
With sixty years of research now complete on the Judaean Desert scrolls and fragments,
semiticists and Hebrew linguists have offered several lists of proposed “newer” forms. Thus, the
present study can utilize these lists to facilitate a discussion relating to the the third question dri-
ving this chapter and study, namely, whether or not the syntactical features of LBH and/or QH ac-
count for the textual differences observed in the Isaiah scrolls?
3.1.1.3. Syntactic Features of LBH and QH
Before the question of whether the syntactical features of LBH and/or QH account for the textual
differences can be asked, it is necessary to catalogue the various features of LBH and/or QH—in
accordance with Joseph’s comments above. Fortunately, the work of cataloguing the syntactical
features, however, has already been done, and discussion now is venturing into the theoretical
process of explaining why LBH and QH has changed the way it has.61 The present study is interest-
ed to know whether the variances observed among the Judaean Desert Isaiah scrolls have any
affinities with the proposed syntactical features of QH. Semiticists and Qumran scholars have pro-
61 E.g., Martin Abegg has recently called into question Qimron’s second syntactical principle (HDSS, §200.2), 
entitled “Predicate Use of the Infinitive.” Abegg uses “Principles and Parameters” (P&P) linguistic theory, a step-child 
of Noam Chomsky’s Generative Theory of language (Noam Chomsky, Aspects of The Theory of Syntax [Cambridge, 
MA: The MIT Press, 1965]). For an introduction to P&P, see Andrew Carnie, Syntax: A Generative Introduction (2nd ed.
Malden, MA; Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2007). Qimron does not inform his readers of what linguistic theory is in-
forming his analysis of the text.
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vided several lists on the believed typological features of QH, particularly as they differ from EBH.
So as to answer the query of whether the syntactical changes of LBH and QH account for textual
variances in the Judaean Desert Isaiah scrolls, I lean on the seminal works of Kutscher62 and Qim-
ron,63 as well as several important and influential smaller studies of Fassberg,64 Muraoka,65 Es-
khult,66 Joosten,67 and Abegg.68 It is of particular interest is to learn whether the observed variances
62 Kutscher, HHL. E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (IQIsaa) (STDJ VI; 
Leiden: Brill, 1974), hereafter LLBIS.
63 Elisha Qimron, The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls (HSS 29; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2008); E. Qimron, 
“Diggers at the Well,” 232–244.
64 Steven Fassberg, “Shifts in Word Order in the Hebrew of the Second Temple Period,” in Hebrew in the Sec-
ond Temple Period: The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Contemporary Sources (eds. E. Tigchelaar and G. 
Brooke; STDJ; Leiden: Brill, 2013); 57–72; Steven E. Fassberg, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Language of Jewish Scrip-
ture,” in The Hebrew Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (eds. S. Tzoref K. De Troyer A. Lange and N. Dávid; FRLANT; 
Göttingen: Vandenhoech & Ruprecht, 2011); 129–136; Steven E. Fassberg, “The Infinitive Absolute as Finite Verb and 
Standard Literary Hebrew of the Second Temple,” in Conservatism and Innovation in the Hebrew Language of the Hel-
lenistic Period: Proceedings of a Fourth International Symposium of the Dead Sea Scrolls & Ben Sira (eds. J. Rey and J. 
Joosten; STDJ; Leiden: Brill, 2008); 47–60; Steven E. Fassberg, “The Syntax of the Biblical Documents from the Ju-
daean Desert as Reflected in a Comparison of the Multiple Copies of Biblical Texts,” in Diggers at the Well: Proceed-
ings of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira ( STDJ; Leiden: 2000); 94–
109.
65 T. Muraoka, “Morphosyntax and Syntax,” 193–214.
66 Mats Eskhult, Jan Joosten, and Jean-Sébastien Rey, “Some Aspects of the Verbal System in Qumran He-
brew,” in Conservatism and Innovation in the Hebrew Language of the Hellenistic Period: Proceedings of a Fourth In-
ternational Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls & Ben Sira ( STDJ; Leiden: Brill, 2008); 29–46.
67 Joosten, “The Distinction Between Classical and Late Biblical Hebrew,” 327–339. Jan Joosten, “Imperative 
Clauses Containing a Temporal Phrase and the Study of Diachronic Syntax in Ancient Hebrew,” in Hebrew in the Sec-
ond Temple Period: The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Contemporary Sources (eds. E. Tigchelaar and G. 
Brooke; STDJ; Leiden: Brill, 2013);
68 Martin Abegg Jr., “The Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls and Second Temple Hebrew Syntax,” in Celebrating the 
Dead Sea Scrolls: A Canadian Collection (eds. K.S. Baek J. Duhaime and P.W. Flint; SBLEJL; Atlanta: Society of Biblical 
Literature, 2011); 163–172. Martin Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile of the Isaiah Scrolls,” in Qumran Cave 1, Volume 2: The 
Isaiah Scrolls: Part 2: Introductions, Commentary, and Textual Variants (eds. P.W. Flint and E. Ulrich; DJD 32; Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 2010); 25–41. M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Analysis,” 48–68. Martin Abegg Jr., Syntax of the Qumran Non-
Biblical Manuscripts, (version 1.0.; Altamonte Springs: OakTree Software Inc., 2014) n.p.; Martin Abegg Jr., “The He-
brew of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls After Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (eds. P.W. Flint 
and J.C. VanderKam; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 1: 325–358. Martin Abegg Jr., “The Dead Sea Scrolls and Their Contribution to
the Study of Hebrew and Aramaic,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Context: Integrating the Dead Sea Scrolls in the Study of 
Ancient Texts, Languages, and Cultures (eds. E. Tov W. Weigold and A. Lange; VTSup; Leiden: Brill, 2011), 1: 127–139.
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in the so-called biblical scrolls of Isaiah align with the observed changes of QH.
3.2. Does Syntax Account for Observable Textual Variance in the Isaiah Scrolls?
The question of interest now is whether some of textual differences observed are related to the di-
achronic syntactical changes of LBH and/or QH. The mixed nature of Isaiah convolutes the
methodology in terms of dating linguistic features at the level of production; nevertheless, the
methodological developments of Hurvitz, Joosten, and Muraoka offer a viable method moving for-
ward in assessing textual variance as related to transmission. Textual variance is identified in the
comparison of extant Second Temple era Hebrew texts. Upon locating such variation, a straight
forward question is posed to the data—namely, does diachronic syntax sufficiently explain some
of the observed variation or textual growth? Without further delay, it is time to analyze the data to
learn whether diachronic syntactical change is a category of variance in the Judaean Desert Isaiah
scrolls and fragments.
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CHAPTER 4
CASE STUDIES IN THE JUDAEAN DESERT ISAIAH SCROLLS AND FRAGMENTS
4.0. Purpose of the Case Studies
Chapter 2 demonstrated a lacuna in the reigning transmission theories, particularly insofar as di-
achronic syntax has largely been overlooked as a methodological tool for explaining textual vari-
ances. To determine whether diachronic changes in Hebrew syntax prompted scribes to intervene
in the text, chapter 3 set out the philological and historical linguistic principles on which textual
variation can be ascertained, measured, and analyzed. The question of interest now is to learn
whether the sort of textual variance observable in the Judaean Desert Isaiah scrolls and fragments
do indeed find explanations at the level of diachronic syntactical change. Thus, the purpose of this
chapter is to test the hypothesis whether diachronic syntax sufficiently explains some of the ob-
served variances in the Judaean Desert Isaiah Scrolls, but first a word about why the book of Isaiah
was chosen, and why the passages of Isaiah below have been selected for the case studies.
4.1. Rationale for Choosing Isaiah and the Selected Passages of Isaiah for Case Studies
As one of the first of the s0-called biblical Dead Sea Scrolls to make debut, 1QIsaa, colloquially
know as the Great Isaiah Scroll,1 was and continues to be a remarkable discovery for textual schol-
ars. The importance of the scroll was twofold. Its near completeness, to have remained intact for
1 Appearing in 1950, M. Burrows, J.C. Trever, and W.H. Brownlee, The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s Monastery. 
Volume I: The Isaiah Manuscript and the Habakkuk Commentary (New Haven: American Schools of Oriental Research,
1950).
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two thousand years, was remarkable. In addition, the scroll demonstrated a text quite unlike the
medieval Mss of 픐. Early scholarly assessments judged 1QIsaa a “vulgar” text.2 It was even deemed
“worthless,” and it further “confounded” text-critical studies.3 Early judgments on the nature of
1QIsaa were intricately linked to the underlying presumptions of the prevailing text-critical
methodologies—particularly an unwarranted preference for 픐 and its associated scribal culture.4
Recently, scholars have emended their methodologies to account for textual pluriformity evinced
in the biblical scrolls, but, as demonstrated in chapter 2, syntax has not been utilized as a method-
ological aid to assess its textual nature. So as to test the hypothesis of syntax, it seems fitting for
the present study to circle back to such an important manuscript with the presumption that 1QIsaa
is an extant witness for understanding both the transmission of scripture in the Second Temple
era and QH, particularly as its readings testify to Second Temple scribal practices.5
Given that a comprehensive analysis of Isaiah extends beyond the scope of this study,
some passages have to be selected in order to test the hypothesis of whether diachronic syntactical
change is a factor in the transmission of the text. So as to prevent selection bias,6 a random set of
2 Harry M. Orlinsky, “Studies in the St. Mark’s Isaiah Scroll, IV,” JQR 43/4 (1953):, 339.
3 Orlinsky, “Studies in the St. Mark’s Isaiah Scroll,” 340.
4 Notably the unmerited privilege of 픐 as the premier text type for adjudicating manuscript stemma. See e.g. 
Eugene Ulrich, “Methodological Reflections on Determining Scriptural Status in First Century Judaism,” in Redis-
covering the Dead Sea Scrolls: An Assessment of Old and New Approaches and Methods (ed. M.L. Grossman; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010); 153; see also Michael Segal, “The Text of the Hebrew Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” 
Materia Guidaica 12 (2007): 5–20.
5 Though it should also be borne in mind that the issues surrounding the transmission of Isaiah may not map
onto other so-called biblical books. On the other hand, the issues inherent in Isaiah should also factor into textual 
transmissions theories, so long as an empirical methodology is at work. The conglomerate nature of all the texts 
should inform the theoretical premises of textual transmission.
6 By “selection bias,” I am referring to the technical term used in statistical analysis whereby an error is made 
when specific examples have been selected (known colloquially as “cherry picking”) so as to argue those examples 
are representative of the entire population.
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passages are analyzed.7 It should be noted that this is a preliminary study. A preliminary study can
be used to assess the validity of the hypothesis of whether diachronic syntax sufficiently explains a
variance and whether the frequency of those variances are significant enough to incorporate it
into transmissions theories. The next step, should diachronic syntax account for textual variances,
would be to apply the methodology at a comprehensive level.
Since the interest of the present study is syntactical change, the ensuing comments are
generally restricted to only those textual differences which might be accounted for by means of di-
achronic syntactical change. However, the first example does make brief comments on ortho-
graphical, phonological, and morphological variances. A brief comment on the orthographical,
phonological, and morphological variations enables clarity concerning which sort of textual differ-
ences are of interest to the remainder of the study.8 It is also beneficial to recall that the present
study is interested in discerning whether syntax informs textual critical theories. Should diachron-
ic syntax prove a viable category to characterize some of the observed differences in the scrolls
and fragments, I will return to address the implications it would have on textual transmission the-
ories in the concluding chapter.
One last caveat regarding terminology is necessary before the case studies are presented.
Textual variation can be measured and ascertained vis-à-vis manuscript comparisons. Such a
philological approach has marked textual studies since the enlightenment with Karl Lachmann’s
7 For this study, randomization is guided by the extant nature of the fragments. Case study 1 is randomized by
the happenstance that Mur3 has 29 extant lines encompassing Isaiah 1:4–14. The remaining case studies are likewise 
randomized by the happenstance of the fragmentary nature of scrolls and fragments of Isaiah (e.g., Case Study 4 on 
account of the most extant fragments encompassing Isaiah 13:1–9).
8 DJD 32 provides comprehensive lists of the orthographical, phonological, and morphological variants. 
While the category of syntax is discussed by Martin Abegg in the linguistic profile, it does not receive an accompany-
ing syntactical variant list.
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methods of collating manuscripts on the basis to discern manuscript stemma.9 This Lachmannian
method must be recognized as an etic approach.10 That is, as an external observer of the data, it is
possible to manipulate the data in various comparative ways so as to surface questions, establish
problems, and seek answers. However, one must proceed with caution when conceiving of the
data from the perspective of the scribe—an emic approach.11 It seems plausible and preferred to
presume the scribe had but one Vorlage before him while carrying out his task.12 Consequently, it is
of utmost precedence to bear in mind what knowledge is gained by means of an etic level of man-
uscript comparison and what knowledge is likely at an emic level.13
As chapter two set out the historical linguistic methodology for assessing syntactical
9 See, e.g., Sebastiano Timpanaro, The Genesis of Lachmann's Method (Translated by Most Glenn W.. Chicago; 
London: The University of Chicago Press, 2005).
10 Kenneth Pike is credited with coining the terms etic and emic. The terms were coined for epistemological 
purposes so as to delineate what can be known as an observer as compared to what can be known as an experiencer. 
Pike later applied these terms to his study of sociology. See Kenneth Pike, Language in Relation to a Unified Theory of 
Structure of Human Behavior (2nd ed. The Hague, Netherlands: Mouton, 1967).
11 As Ulrich has reported, “I have been searching, without result, for over a decade for any evidence that any 
group prior to the Second Revolt consciously selected a certain text type on the basis of textual comparison. There 
seems to be no evidence that texts were compared for text-critical purposes to select a single text that would become 
standard” Eugene Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related
Literature; Grand Rapids, MI; Cambridge, U.K.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1999), 15. Nevertheless, 
one must not readily assume textual comparisons were not conducted in the Second Temple era, as Teeter has pro-
vided a specific caveat with regard to the fine tuned differences and perhaps a scribes awareness in the processes of 
production and reception particularly as it relates to texts of a rewritten nature (see, e.g., Andrew D Teeter, “The He-
brew Bible and/as Second Temple Literature: Methodological Reflections,” DSD 20/3 (2013): 355-356).
12 Scholars have recently suggested a scribal process is partly a process of memory. See, e.g., David McLain 
Carr, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: a New Reconstruction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 17. The dy-
namic between orality and text is an important component to bear in mind when considering historical linguistics, 
but such a treatment extends beyond the permitted space and time of this study. A few comments are made in chap-
ter 4 below, nevertheless.
13 The importance of this difference may seem trivial and perhaps overly technical. To my mind, the impor-
tance of this methodological difference has significant implications for textual criticism, philology, and historical lin-
guistics. Admittedly, reconstructing the various factors at the emic level is plagued with difficulties. Nevertheless, syn-
tax seems a profitable mechanism of assessing issues at an emic level. So long as the scribe is not a mechanical 
copyist, it is possible to reconstruct various syntactical issues and scenarios, although I do not claim all syntactical is-
sues can be reconstructed.
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change, the case studies empirically apply these methods to the text. Previous research on the na-
ture of LBH and/or QH syntax is adduced when appropriate. The question before us now is to de-
termine whether diachronic syntactical change can sufficiently capture a category of variance
hitherto discussed in the transmission of the history of the text.14
4.2. Does Syntactical Change Account For Textual Variation? A Presentation of Random Case
Studies
4.2.1. Case Study 1: Isaiah 1:4–1415
The first case study presents the only Isaiah evidence from Murabbaʿat (Mur3 or MurIsa).16 The Isa-
iah Murabbaʿat evidence is scant, with only one fragment of 29 lines.17 However, the Murabbaʿat
scrolls in general reflect, what Tov has considered, a scribal practice that differs from the QSP.18 Tov
categorizes MurIsa as a de luxe edition, whereby one correction (often mechanical correction and
not intervention) per twenty lines characterizes the de luxe scrolls.19 The de luxe editions are thus
14 As Abegg cautions, “ . . . one of the cardinal axioms of textual criticism is that the practitioner must know 
the scribe and manuscript as well as possible, in order to make reasonable decisions” (Martin Abegg Jr., “The Hebrew 
of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls After Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (eds. P.W. Flint and J.C. 
VanderKam; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 1: 171). It stands to reason that each manuscript should be assessed in situ, and thus a 
comprehensive study of Isaiah does not necessarily tell one about the status of Samuel or Exodus.
15 The transcriptions are based on each respective DJD volume. The presentation of the text does not present 
the transcription as a digital representation of the fragment. Such a presentation has its merits and is required under 
certain occasions. For the present purposes, the transcriptions below are aligned according to the syntagm for ease of
comparison, with 1QIsaa serving as the head of each column. Lastly, to facilitate ease of reference, I have chosen the 
standard versification of Isaiah as represented in the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (hereafter, BHS) and לעפמ ארקמה
לש הטיסרבינואה ׃תירבעה רפס והיעשי , (hereafter, HUBIs).
16 
17 
18 Emanuel Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert (STDJ 54; 
Leiden: Brill, 2004), 86. The terminology of “Qumran Scribal Practice” (QSP) remains questionable; see e.g. Martin 
Abegg Jr., “The Linguistic Analysis of the Dead Sea Scrolls: More Than (Initially) Meets the Eye,” in Rediscovering the 
Dead Sea Scrolls: An Assessment of Old and New Approaches and Methods (ed. M. Grossman; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2010); 65–67.
19 Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert, 121.
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considered, in Tov’s categories, a pre-Masoretic Text, and often considered not originating from
Qumran.20 As shown below, MurIsa reads with zero variances in comparison with 픐. It is with cau-
tion then, on the basis of MurIsa and large scale de luxe affinities to a pre-Masoretic text, that 픐
can serve as a comparative text on a philological level, so as to gauge variances among the Isaiah
scrolls and fragments. Nevertheless, as stated in chapter 1, 픐 is best envisioned as a witness to the
pluriformity of texts.21 Consequently, 픐 is used cautiously and always in conjunction with the edi-
tio critica maior לעפמ ארקמה לש הטיסרבינואה ׃תירבעה רפס והיעשי .22
Working through each verse in this section grants occasion to test the hypothesis of
whether diachronic syntactical change is a factor for explaining textual variations.23 As a reminder,
the orthographical, phonological, and morphological examples are limited to only this first case
study and are identified for the sake of clarity. As stated in chapter 2, a simple question is posed to
the data: does diachronic syntactical change sufficiently explain any of the textual differences ob-
servable in the Judaean Desert Isaiah scrolls?
20 
21 George Brooke, for example, has cautioned that “Naive assumptions about the value of the MT for estab-
lishing what was taking place at the earliest stages of the production of any text must be abandoned” (George 
Brooke, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Demise of the Distinction Between Higher and Lower Criticism,” in New Direc-
tions in Qumran Studies: Proceedings of the Bristol Colloquium on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 8–10 September 2003 (eds. L. 
Pietersen W.J. Lyons and J.G. Campbell; LSTS; London: T&T Clark, 2005); 35). Considering 픐 as a monolithic witness 
to a particular text-family has likewise been shown to be problematic by Eugene Ulrich (see E. Ulrich, “Methodologi-
cal Reflections,” 145–160). While unwarranted privilege of 픐 is counter-productive for understanding textual trans-
mission in the Second Temple era, it does not imply that 픐 cannot be used at all (see, e.g., Segal, “The Text of the He-
brew Bible,” 5–20).
22 Moshe H. Goshen Gottstein, The Hebrew University Bible: The Book of Isaiah (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 
1995).
23 As a reminder to the reader, Appendix A gives brief summary of the pertinent features of each scroll and 
fragment of Isaiah used in the case studies.
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4.2.1.1. Isaiah 1:4 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q56, 4Q63, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:4
1QIsaa 1, 4–6יוה יוג הטוח מע דבכ ןווע ערז םיערמ םינב םיתיחשמ ובזע תא
֗ה֯והי וצאנ תא שודק לארשי ורזנ רוחא
                 ] [םע ֗דבכ ]ןוע[24
4Q56 1, 4–5         ]טח[א ערז רמ]םיע[
]         חא[ר֯ו
4Q63 1, 6–7]                           ןוע רז[ע םיערמ]  [
]            תא שודק [֯ארשי]ל[
Mur3 1, 2                                          רוחא[  ] 
픐Lיוֹה יוֹגּ אֵֹטח25 םַע דֶבֶכּ ןוָֹע עַרֶז םיִעֵרְמ םיִנָבּ םיִתיִחְשַׁמ וּבְזָע ־תֶא
הָוהְי וּצֲאִנ שׁוֹדְק־תֶא לֵאָרְשִׂי וֹּרזָנ רוֹחאָ
There are a few differences to note in terms of phonological differences.26 The phonological differ-
ence of 1QIsaa הטוח with 4Q56 אטח (= 픐), according to Qimron, finds explanation on account of
the weakening of the gutturals.27 The phonological differences of this sort (as well as 1QIsaa ןווע and
픐 ןוע) have been well annotated in the studies of Kutscher,28 Abegg, Flint, and Ulrich.29 Conse-
quently, I will not focus on a full scale discussion of these differences. Unfortunately, Isaiah 1:4
does not seemingly present any textual variance by means of syntactical issues.
24 DJD 15, 23. DJD editors consider it to be a supralinear insertion by the original scribe.
25 HUBIs (4th Apparatus) notes Ms Reuchliniasnus (ר ed. Sperber) attests to a reading of הטוח (wāw marking 
the /o/ vowel).
26 Since the first case study only identifies orthographical, phonological, and morphological variance, I have 
underlined these differences in the respective evidence. Syntax differences are marked by a grey colored font.
27 See HDSS §200.11; Martin Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile of the Isaiah Scrolls,” in Qumran Cave 1, Volume 2: The 
Isaiah Scrolls: Part 2: Introductions, Commentary, and Textual Variants (eds. P.W. Flint and E. Ulrich; DJD XXXII; 
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2010); 29.; cf. 1QIsaa 12:1 אולנו with 4Q57 f8 3 לנו[ה֗ו ].
28 LLBIS, 505.
29 DJD 32:2, 70–71.
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4.2.1.2. Isaiah 1:5 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q56, 4Q63, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:5
1QIsaa 1 6–7לע המ וכת ֯דוע ופיסות הרס לוכ שואר ילוחל לוכ֗ו בבל הוד30
   המ
4Q56 1, 5לע וכת[  ]
4Q63 1, 8]                              הרס לכ ר[שא ֯לחל]י[
Mur3 1, 3                                      לכ שאר ֯חל]יל[
픐Lלַע הֶמ וּכֻּת דוֹע וּפיִסוֹתּ הָרָס לָכּ־שֹׁאר יִלֳחָל ְולָכבָבֵל־ יָוַּדּ
More examples of phonological variances (e.g., 1QIsaa לוכשואר , 4Q56 שאר, and Mur3 לכשאר ; as
well as 1QIsaa ילוחל and 픐L ילחל) are observable in Isaiah 1:5.31 The plene forms are a distinctive
characteristic of the Great Isaiah Scroll,32 whereas the defective spellings33 are often a characteristic
of de luxe editions, such as MurIsa, and other Isaiah scrolls, such as 1Q8.34 The phenomenon of
plene orthographical forms has been discussed extensively, especially as it relates to one of the evi-
dentiary premises of Tov’s QSP.35 Nevertheless, these differences do not indicate any relationship
with diachronic syntax.
30 This is perhaps a lexical variance with the infrequent lemma of 1QIsaa = הוד and, should MurIsa agree, 픐 = 
יוד. Kutscher argued for a variance in lemma with 1QIsaa, interpreting it to mean “faint” as opposed to “sick” (LLBIS, 
371; cf. also “הוד,” HALOT, 1:216; DCH, 2:424).
31 See discussions in Kutscher, LLBIS, 166–167 and M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile,” 27, for quiescence of the 
alef in combination with wāw/yôd.
32 M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile,” 28.
33 I use the term “defective spelling” in accordance with its standard usage in Qumran and Hebrew Bible 
scholarship.
34 In addition, a distinctive characteristic of 1Q8 is its defective orthography. See, e.g., Martin G Jr Abegg, 
“1QIsaa and 1QIsab: A Rematch,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (eds. E.D. 
Herbert and E. Tov; London: The British Library & Oak Knoll Press, 2002); 221–228.
35 See, e.g., M.G.J. Abegg, “1QIsaa and 1QIsab: A Rematch,” 221–228. Abegg questions the “Qumran” part of 
Tov’s QSP theory, yet agrees it reflects a scribal school. See, e.g., M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Analysis,” 65–68.
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4.2.1.3. Isaiah 1:6 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q56, 4Q63, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:6
1QIsaaפכמלגרדעושאור36ןיאובםתמעצפבחוו֗הרהכמוהירטאולורזואול
ושבוח ואול הככר ןםשב
4Q56 1, 6]                                                ו[רבח]ה [֯מ֯ו]הכ[
4Q63 1, 9]                           ןיא וב מ[֯ם֯ת ֗ע֯צ֯פ]
Mur3 1, 4-5                   ֯שאר] א[ן֯י ֯ב]ו                               [יר֗ט]ה [אל ֯ז]ור[
                         ן֯מש֗ב 
픐Lלֶגֶר־ףַכִּמ־דַעְושֹׁארוֹבּ־ןיֵאםֹתְמעַצֶפּהָרוּבַּחְוהָכַּמוּהָיִּרְטֹאלוֹּרז־ְוֹאל
וּשָׁבֻּח ְוֹאל הָכְכֻּר ןֶמָשַּׁבּ
Further evidence between the plene and defective orthography ( אול/אל ) is found in the extant
portions (see also 1QIsaa ושבוח and 픐L ושׁבח). It should be observed that the final mem is in medi-
al position in 1QIsaa ןםשב (Burrows = ןמשב; Q-P ןםשב).37 However, the textual comparison surfaces
no immediate issues relating to diachronic syntactical change of either LBH or QH.
4.2.1.4. Isaiah 1:7 as Extant in 1QIsaa, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:7
1QIsaa 1, 8םכצראהממשםכירעתופורששאםכתמדאםכדגנלםירזםילכואהתוא
וממשו הילע פמכאתכ םי֯ר֗ז  
Mur3 1, 6-7צרא]םכ[                              שא םכתמדא] דגנל[֯ם֯כ
הממשו תכפהמכ ֯ר֯ז]םי[
픐Lםֶכְצְראַהָמָמְשׁםֶכיֵרָעתוֹפֻרְשׂשֵׁאםֶכְתַמְדאַםֶכְדְּגֶנְלםיִרָזםיִלְכֹאהָּתֹא
הָמָמְשׁוּ תַכֵפְּהַמְכּ םיִרָז
Isaiah 1:7, on the other hand, does present a syntactical variance in the reading of 1QIsaa וממשו
הילע (Qal Perf. 3rd masc. pl. √םמש) as compared with Mur3 הממשו (Noun comm. fem. sing.). To ex-
plain the material characteristics of 1QIsaa, a potential explanation is that the scribe copied his
36 See fn 5 above, albeit the orthography is different between the two. Nevertheless, this is not related to di-
achronic syntax.
37 The final in medial position phenomenon occurs some 38 times (based on the transcription of DJD 32) in 
the Great Isaiah Scroll; cf. 1QIsaa 1:8; 3:17; 12:23; 18:25; 21:10; 23:24, 28; 25:7; 26:26; 28:8, 10; 31:26; 34:21, 24; 37:24; 38:30; 
42:1, 10, 15; 43:13, 16; 45:22; 46:20; 47:8, 22–23; 48:6–7, 13–14, 17; 50:6, 13; 51:2; 52:6–7; 53:15. Among the other Isaiah 
scrolls, the final form is used in the medial in 4Q68 4x (see 4Q68 61:5, 8, 9, 10).
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Vorlage. Such an explanation does inform at the emic level, insofar the scribe merely copied the ex-
tant reading in the scroll before him. Nevertheless, the problem could be posed differently: does
MurIsa attest to a scribal alteration?38 Seeing as textual fluidity is a marked characteristic of the
text in the Second Temple era, what methodology can be used to learn more of the relationships
between the 1QIsaa and Mur3 reading? There are three potential explanations of the variance. The
first is to adduce Talmon’s theory of multiple pristine texts, under which circumstance one could
question whether the 1QIsaa reading attests to a pristine reading or tradition. While theoretically
Talmon’s methodology could be adduced to explain the variance of readings, the reading invites
additional analysis due to the reciprocity between the two readings.39 Thus, two other options are
more likely. The reading of 1QIsaa is either a tendentious reading of the scribe, as Paulson Pulikottil
has argued, or the scribe has updated his text at the syntactical level. Since Pulikottil has argued
for a tendentious reading, I will survey his arguments first. After a survey of his arguments, I ad-
dress the reading of 1QIsaa vis-à-vis the diachronic syntactical change methodology as discussed in
chapter 2.
4.2.1.4.1. The Tendentiousness Proposal of 1QIsaa reading of וממשו הילע
In his monograph Transmission of Biblical Texts in Qumran: The Case of the Large Isaiah Scroll
1QIsaa, Paulson Pulikottil develops a methodology for evaluating interpretative variants, which he
does along three lines of analysis. The first and second, on analogy to the scribal practices evi-
38 In other words, seeking to understand what reading might have been the ‘original’ is not the interest here. 
Rather, the question of interest is to learn whether any interpretive issues at the syntactical level can explain the dif-
ferences between the two.
39 Tov has argued that the text of Isaiah, based on the degree of unity among all the scrolls and fragments, in-
dicates a single “recension;” see, e.g, Emanuel Tov, “The Text of Isaiah at Qumran,” in Writing and Reading the Scroll of 
Isaiah: Studies of an Interpretive Tradition (eds. C.C. Broyles and C.A. Evans; VTSup; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 2: 491–512.
67
dence in the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP), are scribal activity and its implications. Pulikottil propos-
es that SP is representative to the whole of Second Temple Judaism—that is, the scribal practices
of SP are motivated by ideological factors; mutatis mutandis, the expectation is that the scribe of
1QIsaa, motivated by ideological factors, altered his Vorlage so as to embed exegetical develop-
ments of his own in the text.40 The third line of analysis proposes identifying posterior and anteri-
or texts, on which occasion, if possible, one can discern whether an additional scribe made further
alterations to the text. These three lines of analysis are entitled: scribal activity, scribal traditio, and
milieu of the scribe.41
To explain the 1QIsaa reading of וממשוהילע , Pulikottil draws a comparison between the
scroll’s reading and Leviticus 26:32, where he said that “the same usage occurs.”42
Lev. 26:32יִתֹמִּשֲׁהַו יִנֲא ץֶראָָה־תֶא וּמְמָשְׁו ָהיֶלָע םֶכיֵבְֹיא םיִבְֹשׁיַּה הָּבּ
Pulikottil is likely following the suggestion of Kutscher, who postulated, “Was the scribe perhaps
influenced by the verse in Lev xxvi 32 . . . .”43 When one adds verse 33 to Leviticus 26:32, Kutscher
and Pulikottil may be correct in their assessment, particularly with regard to the similarity of
shared vocabulary between the two passages. Notice for example Leviticus 26:33:
Lev 26:33םֶכְתֶאְו הֶרָזֱא םִיוֹגַּב יִֹתקיִרֲהַו םֶכיֵרֲחאַ בֶרָח הָתְיָהְו םֶכְצְראַ הָמָמְשׁ 
םֶכיֵרָעְו וּיְהִי הָבְּרָח
40 Contra Ulrich who argues for a highly fine tuned scribal process at work in the biblical scrolls. The scribal 
activities witnessed in the biblical scrolls—while they indeed do reflect a still fluid text—do not include tendentious 
readings in the transmission process (see Eugene C Ulrich, “The Absence of 'Sectarian Variants' in the Jewish Scrip-
tural Scrolls Found at Qumran,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (eds. E.D. 
Herbert and E. Tov; London: The British Library and Oak Knoll Press in associated with The Scriptorium: Center for 
Christian Antiquities, 2002); 179–195).
41 Paulson Pulikottil, Transmission of Biblical Texts in Qumran: The Case of the Large Isaiah Scroll 1QIsaa (JSPS 
34; Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 43–44; hereafter, TBTQ.
42 Pulikottil, TBTQ, 70. The language of “same usage” requires careful analysis. In the Leviticus passage, an 
overt subject is apparent, when considering the entire syntactical unit of sentence. This is not the case in 1QIsaa.
43 E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (IQIsaa) (STDJ VI; Leiden: Brill, 
1974), 319–320.
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Kutscher also draws attention to Isaiah 52:14, which, besides for the pronominal suffix הכ- (HDSS
§322.12), reads as does 픐 ( רשאכ וממש ךילע/הכילע ).
While Kutscher acknowledges the ambivalent nature of arguing for or against a harmonis-
tic reading,44 Pulikottil goes a step further by suggesting the reading “was prompted by the inter-
pretive interest of the scribe.”45 The interest of the scribe, as noted by Pulikottil, is theologically
motived by an explicit attempt to link the judgment of Leviticus to the scribe’s present circum-
stances. Pulikottil concludes his discussion of this variant with a query: “Could it be that the scribe
is explaining that the judgment of God catalogued in Leviticus is being fulfilled in the city?”46 To
answer the question, it remains opaque at best.47 While several literary issues convolute matters,
the premise that the scribe has emended a text like MurIsa to what is in 1QIsaa for theological pur-
poses requires additional evidence and analysis to be convincing. Such indeterminacy raises the
question of what insights can be ascertained at the historical linguistic level.
4.2.1.4.2. The Diachronic Syntactical Proposal of 1QIsaa reading of וממשו הילע
To return to the reading of 1QIsaa, several syntactical issues merit close analysis. The first relates to
the syntax of the clause, especially the relationship among its constituents.48 For example, it is of
interest to learn, on the premise that the scribe of 1QIsaa had a text like Mur3 before him, whether
44 See under ‘Comments,’ Kutscher, LLBIS, 320.
45 Pulikottil, TBTQ, 70.
46 Pulikottil, TBTQ, 70.
47 For Pulikottil’s argument to be convincing, it needs validation by an external Second Temple interpretative 
tradition. This verse is never cited or quoted in the Sectarian scrolls (see, e.g., Armin Lange and Matthias Weigold, 
Biblical Quotations and Allusions and Illusions in Second Temple Jewish Literature (JAJS 5; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 2011), 126).
48 By “constituent,” I mean the a smaller unit in a larger syntactical construction. For example, a subject and 
predicate are two separate constituents under the notion of sentence. See David Crystal, A Dictionary of Linguistics 
and Phonetics (6th ed. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2008), 104.
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the scribe of 1QIsaa considered the clause הממשותכפהמכםירז ungrammatical in any way, which
is to question whether any diachronic changes render the MurIsa reading difficult for a Second
Temple Hebrew speaker to understand.49 If a speaker of Qumran Hebrew were available, an inter-
view could be arranged. On such an occasion, he could be asked if the clause is in any way un-
grammatical. However, a significant problem is encountered: there are not any Qumran Hebrew
speakers to interview. Consequently, the philological evidence—namely, the scribal habits else-
where in 1QIsaa and the extant linguistic corpus of QH50—is of utmost importance in an attempt
to learn about the nature of the reading in 1QIsaa. There are two questions that can be posed to the
philological evidence: Are there any other occurrences where the scribe has made a similar deci-
sion? And are there any syntactical features in the grammar of QH that might explain such a
change?
When considering the philological evidence of the scribal habits exhibited elsewhere in
1QIsaa one must bear in mind two related issues. The first issue is the number of scribal hands of
1QIsaa and the second issue, which is interrelated to the first, is I-Language. A discussion about the
latter demonstrates the issue of the former.
I-Language is an important linguistic principle to bear in mind when assessing a linguistic
typology of any synchronic stage. I-Language, or idiolect, makes a distinction between the rela-
tionship of the speaker to the broader linguistic community. In other words, idiolect accounts for
an individual’s linguistic style, which is influenced both by the various changes in the grammar
49 See chapter 2 for an example of how diachronic change can result in an ungrammatical utterance. See also 
Alice C Harris and Lyle Campbell, Historical Syntax in Cross-Linguistic Perspective (CSL 74; Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1995), 97–119.
50 That is, data that would likely attest to the same synchronic stage as the scribe(s) of 1QIsaa.
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and by additional sociological factors. An implication that idiolect has for the present analysis is
its the ability to provide a fine tuned distinction between linguistic change and diffusion.51 Thus,
widespread diffusion provides reliable evidence for a change in the grammar, yet linguistic varia-
tion could be prompted by other sociological factors—such as style. The implication therefore is
that all the linguistic variances observed between the Isaiah scrolls might not find widespread
agreement in the diachrony of Hebrew syntax—other sociological factors may need to be consid-
ered.52 However, broad attestation of a syntagm further strengthens the view that diachronic syn-
tax is a viable means to explain the divergence of readings.
Consequently, idiolect has ramifications on whether the scroll of 1QIsaa was the work one
scribe or two.53 If it were the work of two scribes, then there are two idiolects theoretically. So long
as both scribes were of the same generation, then there is reason to believe both scribes had the
same grammar. In applying the diffusion principle above, syntactical changes should be apparent
in the work of each scribe. If 1QIsaa were the work of one scribe, this is a moot point. In fact, a
comprehensive study of this sort applied to 1QIsaa might provide additional insights to affirm the
single scribe premise or vice-versa. Thus, it is of interest to go undecided on how many scribes
were responsible for 1QIsaa, yet remain cognizant that the philological data grants reason to pro-
51 Naudé has discussed the importance of the methodological distinction in his 2003 article. See Jacobus A. 
Naudé, “The Transitions of Biblical Hebrew in the Perspective of Language Change and Diffusion,” in Biblical Hebrew: 
Studies in Chronology and Typology (ed. I. Young; JSOTSS; London: T&T Clark, 2003); 189–214.
52 To my mind, this point in particular is what merits a comprehensive analysis of scribal schools, particularly
as it may strengthen or weaken Emanuel Tov’s proposed QSP. In addition, I would also argue that the sociological fac-
tors in the scribal culture are such that global updating—at least in the case of Isaiah—are not the modus operandi 
of the scribe.
53 There is philological evidence to believe that 1QIsaa was either the work of two scribes or the work of one 
scribe completed in two phases. The scroll consists of 54 columns of 17 skins. There is a division between plates 
XXVII and XXVIII, made apparent by the scribe truncating column XXVII leaving a three line vacat (see M. Abegg Jr., 
“Linguistic Profile,” 40–41; cf. Kutscher, LLBIS, 564–566).
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ceed with caution. That is, issues of idiolect and diachronic change must bear in mind the poten-
tial number of scribes responsible for transmitting the text. Moreover, applying the methodology
of diachronic syntax and diffusion—at least when considering texts with multiple copies—must
account for the ‘controlled freedom’ inherent in the scribal process. Perhaps the issue of controlled
freedom is best exemplified by scribal erasures—a clear indication that transmission was to some
degree moored to the Vorlage.54 Nevertheless, scribes were not bound to their Vorlage. Hence, there
is a dialectic in the transmission process—a process which fluctuated between emendation and
replication. To my mind, textual analysis must be balanced in its use of the methodological tools
of philology and historical linguistics to adequately account for the variances observed.55
To return to the reading of 1QIsaa, there are an array of questions to work through.56 Given
that the verb categorically changes the syntax of the verbless clause to a verbal clause, the first
question of interest is to learn whether verbless clauses are on the decline or are on the decline in
QH? This can seemingly be ruled out since numerous examples can be adduced to demonstrate
that the verbless clause, leaving aside whether ‘verbless clause’ is the most linguistically accurate
way to categorize this syntagm,57 constitutes part of QH grammar.58 One example is sufficient to
54 See 1QIsaa 1:18. DJD 32:2, 98. See also DJD 32:2, 63–64.
55 I make this comment only with regard to the present texts of Isaiah. Each group of texts must be studied in 
their own right, as the scribe of each text may or may  not proceed with his task in the same manner. To my mind, 
this is the error Ian Young has committed in his analysis of the Great Isaiah Scroll (Ian Young, ““Loose” Language in 
1QIsaa,” in Keter Shem Tov: Essays on the Dead Sea Scrolls in Memory of Alan Crown (eds. I. Young and S. Tzoref; Piscat-
away, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2013); 89–122). The lack of systematic revision to LBH/QH features does not ipso facto validate
his stylistic theory. Other sociological and linguistic issues may be contributing factors in the scribal processes.
56 For the remaining of the case studies, I will apply these principles to the data without as much surrounding
conversation. This first example is difficult on several grounds, which are discussed below. The difficultly has also 
proved apropos to nuancing the proposed diachronic methodology of chapter two.
57 Cf. JM § 154; GKC § 140; IBHS § 8.
58 See, e.g., Martin F.J. Baasten, “The Non-Verbal Clause in Qumran Hebrew,” (Ph.D. Thesis; Leiden University, 
2006).
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demonstrate the syntagm. 1QHa 15:13 attests to a verbless clause with -כ as the head of the comple-
ment clause: ינושלוךידומלכ .59 Moreover, the scribe or scribes of Isaiah did not make any other
change in this sort of syntactical construction. However, this particular occurrence merits close
analysis due to the overlap between the nominal and verbal forms of the lemma הממש/םמש .
Thus, a question can be raised in terms of diffusion, namely, is one particular form (verbal or nom-
inal) taking precedence over the other form? In other words, is the idiolect of the scribe prompting
him to update his text based on a preference for the verbal over the nominal form?
Seeing as that diachronic developments in the verbless clause do not account for the dif-
ference, perhaps an analysis on the verb (םמש) and nominal form (הממש) might shed some light
on the situation. To solve questions of diffusion, a statistical analysis plotting the frequency of the
forms over the corpus of the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, and Mishnah may offer insight for under-
standing the reading of 1QIsaa.60
םמש הממש
Genesis 1 0
Exodus 0 1
Leviticus 7 1
Numbers 1 0
Joshua 0 1
1Samuel 1 0
2Samuel 1 0
1Kings 1 0
Isaiah 10 6
Jeremiah 11 15
Ezekiel 28 21
Hosea 1 0
59 A computational analysis on the Qumran Syntax module in Accordance Bible Software returns a count of 
655 null predicate clauses on the following criteria: find every null predicate copula construction whose complement
head begins with a particle among the class of prepositions. Martin Abegg Jr., Syntax of the Qumran Non-Biblical 
Manuscripts, (version 1.0.; Altamonte Springs: OakTree Software Inc., 2014) n.p.
60 Thus applying Hurvitz’s methodological principle of attestation as explained in chapter 2.
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Joel 1 4
Amos 2 0
Micah 1 2
Zephaniah 1 4
Zechariah 1 0
Malachi 0 1
Psalms 4 0
Job 4 0
Ecclesiastes 1 0
Lamentations 5 0
Daniel 8 0
Ezra 2 0
2Chronicles 2 0
Qumran 40 1(2)61
Mishnah 3 0
Table 3: Diffusion of הממשׁ/םמשׁ
Table 1 attests to a declining usage of the nominal form beginning in the LBH books of Daniel,
Ezra, Nehemiah, Ecclesiastes, and Chronicles. The trend for the verbal form continues into the cor-
pora of QH and MH—yet one should also bear in mind that the trauma of the exile and its associ-
ated vocabulary, e.g., such terms as הממש/םמש , was not a topic in the later writings to the degree
it was in books such as Ezekiel. A statistical analysis of diffusion is of course subject to the limited
corpus of data and vocabulary diffusion in specific genres. In addition, one should bear in mind
Joosten’s comment regarding an ancient writers ability to mimic lexical style.62 Consequently, any
conclusions based on statistical arguments are only as comprehensive to a conclusion as the cor-
61 Because three occurrences are reconstructed and one of which is a citation of Leviticus, I have listed these 
in two in parenthesis and removed one (see 4Q170 f1 2 1; 4Q249l f1 1; 4Q427 f8ii 21). 4Q249l is most likely a quote of the
Leviticus 26:33 passage, hence the need for the removal.
62 See chapter 2, pp. 10–11. In addition to Joosten’s comments, it should also be observed those books with ex-
ilic themes attest to a higher frequency. Social influences have a significant influence over the linguistic register of a 
community. A modern example would be a transitive use of the word “hover.” The advent of the computer mouse fa-
cilitated a change in using ‘hover’ in active constructions, so that one would “hover the cursor over the link.”
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pus is to its linguistic communities language.63 In other words, a statistical analysis of diffusion is
not conclusive to the issue—more evidence is required. With that being said, however, the statis-
tics do seem to indicate a preference for the verbal form over the noun in LBH. Yet, such line of ar-
gumentation encounters an additional problem. Why is the nominal form, if the verbal form is
preferred in the linguistic register of the scribe, not likewise changed in the first clause of the verse
( םכצרא הממש )?
In some respects, the answer is found above. QH attests to a verbless clause within its
grammar. Hence, the nominal form הממש is the complement to the subject םכצרא (thus, “your
land [is] desolate”). The syntax of the first clause is straightforward; there is no ambiguity in its
syntactical relationship. Nevertheless, notice the syntactical difficulty, operating on a premise that
the scribe of 1QIsaa had before him a text like MurIsa, inasmuch as how the syntactical con-
stituents relate in the overall sentence. There are three verbless clauses (CL)64 in the sentence (of
1QIsaa 1:8–9 = Isa 1:7), marked here with brackets so as to clearly indicate the three clauses within
the sentence (N).
[ [ םכתמדא םכדגנל םירז םילכוא התוא CL3] [ םכירע תופורש שא CL2] [ םכצרא הממש CL1] N]
The CL3 presents an additional issue with the use of the casus pendens. The deixis of the comple-
ment התוא points back to the casus pendens at the beginning of the clause ( םכתמדאםכדגנל ),
thereby making the syntax of the entire sentence (N) rather complex. Finally, after the three verb-
less clauses, the text of MurIsa reads as another sentence (N) consisting of another verbless clause
construction: הממשותכפהמכםירז . The syntactical relationships among הממשותכפהמכםירז is
not as straightforward as CL1.
63 Corpus Linguistics
64 By “clause,” I mean a syntagm consisting of a subject and predicate.
75
There are two potential ways the scribe of 1QIsaa could have interpreted the verbless clause
witnessed in the MurIsa reading. Each option is listed here:
1a
[[[ תכפהמכ םירז C] [ NULL ]P] [ הממש S] ]ו N]
1b
[[[ תכפהמכ םירז A] [ הממש C] [ NULL ]P] [ NULL S] ]ו N]
In 1a, the scribe could have interpreted the predicate phrase (P) to contain the NULL and the com-
pliment phrase (C) תכפהמכםירז . Under this interpretation, a translation would be “and a desola-
tion is as overthrown by foreigners.” Interpreting the NULL predicate in this syntactical position is
evident in the translation of the 1QHa example cited above.
1QHa 15:13ינושלו ךידומלכ
DSSNT “. . . my tongue is as one of Your disciples.”
Example 1b, however, attests to an additional option for interpreting the syntax, where the
subject (S) and the predicate (P) are both NULL. A sufficient translation would be “and it is a deso-
lation as overthrown by foreigners.” A majority of the English versions take this route in their
translation of the passage (so, NRSV, ESV, NIV). While the semantics of the clause do not differ in
either interpretation, so far as it can be discerned, between 1a or 1b, several reasons may perhaps
explain why the scribe decided to intervene in the text. As discussed above, the syntax of the pre-
vious sentence and this sentence are somewhat complicated with four consecutive verbless con-
structions, one of which contains the casus pendens and the final verbless clause of 1QIsaa 1:8 is
separated by the ו thus making four independent clauses. In addition, the diffusion of the verb in-
dicates, albeit slightly, a preference for the verbal form in LBH, QH, and MH. Nevertheless, lexical
changes are not always conclusive reasons to affirm a change; syntactical evidence would certainly
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be more compelling.65 Considering the diffusion with the syntactical ambiguities, it is likely that
the scribe emended his text so as to clarify the relationships among the clausal constituents.
Further, scholars have noted that LBH and QH show a preference for active over passive
constructions.66 While this is most frequent with the verbal root ארק (cf. 1Chr 11:7), this phenome-
non could perhaps shed additional light on the differences between the readings. That is, the ver-
bal form maintains the impersonal force of the clause, per option 1b above. Adding the הילע fills
the complement position of the verbal form וממשו, thereby creating a meaningful syntactical con-
struction. That is, the reading of 1QIsaa could be translated as “And they brought devastation upon
it [the land],” whereas the MurIsa reading would be translated as “It was devastated . . . .”
In sum, the occasion for the change could have been the noted issues of the nominal/ver-
bal overlap, lexical diffusion of the verb, and the syntax of the verbless clause. While a Qumran He-
brew speaker would be required to bring conclusive evidence to the discussion, the syntax of verb-
less clause of 1b does not seemingly change the semantics of the verbless construction of 1a. A
lingering explanation of the change, as Pulikottil noted, perhaps reflects an exegetical tenden-
tiousness of the scribe. However, due to insights gained by a close syntactical analysis and the LBH
impersonal construction, I am more inclined to believe the scribe has intervened in his text, pro-
viding an update to smooth over the potential difficulties in the verbless construction.
65 As discussed in chapter 2, see Jan Joosten, “The Distinction Between Classical and Late Biblical Hebrew as 
Reflected in Syntax,” HS 46 (2005): 327-339.
66 LLBIS, 401–402. See also Angel Sáenz-Badillos, A History of the Hebrew Language (Translated by Elwolde 
John. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 118, 145; hereafter, HHL. See also M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile,”
38–39.
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4.2.1.5. Isaiah 1:8 as Extant in 1QIsaa, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:8
1QIsaa 1, 10תרתנ֗ו תב ןויצ הכוסכ םרכב והנולמכ השקמב ריעכ ה֗רוצנ
Mur3 1, 9–10                      הכסכ םרכב ֯כ]הנולמ                  [צנ]הרו[
픐Lהָרְתוֹנְו ןוֹיִּצ־תַב הָכֻּסְכּ םֶרָכְב הָנוּלְמִכּ הָשְׁקִמְב ריִעְכּ ָרוּצְנ
As with the above occurrences of plene and defective orthography, the variance between 1QIsaa
reading of הכוסכ and Mur3 הכסכ likewise attests to this phenomenon of marking the /o/ and /u/
vowels with the wāw.67 Matres lectionis are not the sort of differences of interest to the present
study.
Two other variances merit additional analysis. The first is the reading of 1QIsaa תרתנו and
픐L הרתונו (Ni.Pf.3fs √רתי). With respect to this variance, Kutscher noted, “In Aram. the 3rd pers.
fem. sing. is, like here, תבתכ et sim.—i.e. with the ת, though the omission of the ו in the Scr. does
raise doubts as to what the word really is.”68 A significant methodological point in Kutscher’s analy-
sis of the scroll was Aramaic borrowing.69 Postulating an Aramaism is evident here with his pro-
posal of the third feminine morpheme ת-, indicating a peʿal 3rd feminine singular with תבןויצ as
the subject of the predicate. However, the missing wāw problematizes such an explanation, espe-
cially if one were to understand רתי (= 픐L) as the lemma. Moreover, postulating a lemma of רתנ
(“to jump;” cf. Isa 58:6) does not fit the context of the verse.
Apart from appealing to Aramaic morphosyntax, another option is possible: it could be in-
terpreted as a nipʿal participle feminine singular.70 Yet, the omission of the wāw likewise problema-
67 Qimron, HDSS, §100.2.
68 Kutscher, LLBIS, 191.
69 Kutscher, LLBIS, 18–19, 23–28.
70 Six occurrences of this form are found in the Hebrew Bible: Gen 30:36; Lev 2:3, 10; 6:9; 10:12; 27:18. In consid-
eration to this point, the scribe has elsewhere changed a perfect to a participle (see 1QIsaa 5, 24; 12, 4; 14, 26; 15, 2; 22, 
20; 23, 21; 37, 18; 41, 12; and 46, 27).
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tizes this interpretation, for one would expect a wāw to mark the contraction of the vowel + semi-
vowel (רַתְוַנ → רֺתונ) with the nun prefix.71 While Both forms ( הלטק/תלטק ) in the nipʿal are attested
in LBH and QH,72 there does not seem to be any proposed diachronic syntactical changes to cat-
egorize this sort of variance. Moreover, if the reading in 1QIsaa is judged as a nipʿal, then the syntax
has not changed. Consequently, diachronic syntax does not account for this variance.
The second variance is the additional wāw in the reading of 1QIsaa והנולמכ . Pertaining to
the wāw variances, Abegg notes, “More than any other feature . . . variations in the use of wāw give
evidence to the scribal freedom exercised in the late Second Temple period.”73 Thus the question
for this study is whether conjunctive wāw variances are prompted by diachronic changes of syn-
tax. While the additional wāw does relate to syntax in terms of sentential and clausal relationships,
there does not seem to be any particular diachronic change in the grammar prompting such a vari-
ation—excluding those occurrences related to the verbal system at the moment.74 Jarod Jacobs
suggests it is a stylistic issue—associated with shifts in genre—which he has termed, “scribal prac-
tice of prosaization.”75 It is difficult to say whether the syntax was specifically altered to make the
parallelism more stylistically amenable to the scribe. Without a speaker of QH, an objective an-
71 JM §51a.
72 In the non-biblical scrolls, the form of תלטק in the nipʿal occurs 15x, leaving aside reconstructions (see CD 
9, 14; 1QS 4, 4; 1QHa 15, 5; 26, 16; 4Q238 1, 1; 4Q267 9 v, 4; 4Q300 1a iib, 5; 5, 5; 4Q395 1, 6; 4Q401 1 4i, 5; 4Q418 11 9, 3; 
4Q437 9, 3; 4Q464 3i, 5; 4Q525 8, 1; 23, 2; 11Q19 48, 17); contrasted with הלטק which occurs 63x (CD 15, 7; 1QS 4, 20, 25; 
5, 9; 8, 1 3 5 12 15; 9, 13 19; 11, 1 6; 1QSb 5, 24; 1QHa 5, 32; 8, 18; 9, 22 24–25; 11, 22 34 37; 14, 28; 15, 11; 18, 3; 19, 15 17; 20, 12 15; 
21, 21; 3, 2; 4Q169 3 4iii, 7; 3 4 iv, 5; 4Q177 12 13i, 3; 4Q223-224 2 iv, 4; 4Q258 1, 6; 8, 4; 4Q259 2, 13; 3, 3, 8 18; 4Q265 7, 8; 
4Q299 6 ii, 4; 4Q368 6, 2; 4Q369 1 i, 6; 4Q393 1 ii 2, 7; 4Q396 1 2 iv, 4; 4Q397 6 13, 12; 4Q415 11, 11; 4Q417 23, 4; 4Q419 5, 1; 
4Q424 3, 6; 4Q426 9, 2; 4Q427 2, 1; 4Q428 13, 3–5; 4Q491 1 3, 11; 4Q511 2 i, 7; 96, 4; 11Q5 18, 11; 27, 4; 11Q19 46, 15).
73 M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile,” 36.
74 See M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile,” 37–38.
75 Jarod T. Jacobs, “A Comprehensive Analysis of the Conjunction Waw in the Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls Vari-
ants and Their Implications” (MA Thesis; Trinity Western University, 2008), 83.
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swer is likely to never be found.
While Jacobs may be correct, other factors could likewise be adduced to explain this wāw
variance. As Carr has posited,
In both the Mesopotamian and Judean examples, the scribal system seems to have ceased 
making such major textual changes at a certain point, at least for documents that became 
central parts of the authorized literary corpus. Nevertheless, in the case of some biblical 
manuscripts at least, we still see minor memory variants and harmonizing/coordinating 
expansions well into the Second Temple period.76
In either case, diachronic syntactical change does not seemingly account for this variance.
4.2.1.6. Isaiah 1:9 as Extant in 1QIsaa, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:9
1QIsaa 1, 10–11ילול הוהי תואבצ ריתוה ונל דירש טעמכ םדוסכ ונייה להרמוע ונימד
Mur3 1, 10–11◦[  ]
픐Lיֵלוּל הָוהְי תוֹאָבְצ ריִתוֹה וּנָל דיִרָשׂ טָעְמִכּ ֹםדְסִכּ וּניִיָה ַלהָרֹמֲע וּניִמָדּ
Mur3 is too fragmentary to read on this verse. Consequently, there is not enough information for a
solid assessment. A comparison between 픐 and 1QIsaa, on the other hand, presents two ortho-
graphical variances. Regarding the orthographical difference of םדוס, Kutscher notes, “Clearly, this
spelling indicates the form Σοδοµα found in the Sept[uagint], the Gospels, . . . and Josephus.”77
While these variances are important for understanding phonological developments and perhaps
dialects of Hebrew, they do not find explanation at the level of diachronic syntax.
4.2.1.7. Isaiah 1:10 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q60, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:10
1QIsaa 1:12 ֗ו֗עמ֗ש ֯ר֯ב֯ד הוהי יניצק םדוס ווניזא ֗ת֯ר֗ות וניהולא מע ה֗רמוע  
4Q60 1, 1[  ]                                  ֗אה]וניז[
Mur3 1, 12[  ]
픐Lוּעְמִשׁ הָוהְי־רַבְד יֵניִצְק ֹםדְס וּניִזֲאַה תַרוֹתּ וּניֵהZֱא םַע הָרֹמֲע
76 Carr, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible, 100.
77 Kutscher, LLBIS, 109. The same is said of הרמוע (see Kutscher, LLBIS, 113).
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The wāw variance is again attested in the variation between 1QIsaa reading of וניזאו and 4QIsaf
reading of אה]וניז[ [ ]. Although the material evidence for 4QIsaf is fragmentary, a careful analysis
affirms the variance.
Plate 324 Frag 778
If the wāw were extant in 4QIsaf, one would expect to see the lower portion of the vertical stroke
(cf. the wāw in הוהי). While the additional conjunctive wāw in 1QIsaa attests to scribal freedom, it
does not seem to have been prompted by any sort of diachronic syntactical change.
The phonological difference of 1QIsaa וניזא and 4Q60 וניזאה (= 픐) presumably is explained
by the weakening of the gutturals;79 it does not alter the syntax of the verse.80
78 Shai Halevi, “Plate 324, Frag 7 B-361576,” The Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library (http://www.dead-
seascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-361576; Accessed May 17, 2014). Cf. DJD 15, 101. In DJD 15, this was la-
belled Frag. 2 (see DJD 15, Plate XVIII Frag. 1).
79 Kutscher, LLBIS, 506; Qimron, HDSS, §200.11; See also M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile,” 29.
80 There are a total of six occurrences where the ʾālep replaces a hê in the imperative form (see also 1QIsaa 18, 
5; 30, 25; 42, 18; and 44, 24).
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4.2.1.8. Isaiah 1:11 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q60, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:11
1QIsaa 1, 12–14ה֗מ֯לילבו֗רםכיחבזרמאויהוהייתעבשת֗ולועםיליאבלחוםיאירממדו
םירפ םישבכו םידותעו אול יתצפח
4Q60 1, 2–3[  ]                                הוה֗י ֯ש]יתעב[
      ]כו[םיש֯ב ֯ותעו]םיד אל[ פ֯ח]יתצ[
Mur3 1, 14–16                 ֯בז]םכיח                                           [֗לחו]ב[
                              אל 81֯ח]יתצפ[
픐Lיִלּ־הָמָּלםֶכיֵחְבִז־ֹבררַמֹאיהָוהְייִתְּעַבָשׂתוֹֹלעםיִליֵאבֶלֵחְוםיִאיִרְמםַדְו
םיִרָפּ םיִשָׂבְכוּ םיִדוּתַּעְו ֹאל יִתְּצָפָח
There is no syntactical variation attested in this verse; however, there are three orthographical dif-
ferences. The variance of 1QIsaa רמאוי and 픐L רמאי is likely due to the weakening of the ʾālep.82
4.2.1.9. Isaiah 1:12 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q60, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:12
1QIsaa 1, 14–15איכ ואבת תוארל ינפ י֗מ שקב וזאת םכדי֯מ סומרל יר֗צח
4Q60 1, 4]                                      אז[ת ם֯כדימ   סמ֗ר  יר֗צ֗ח
Mur3 1, 16                                        ֗תאז
픐Lיִכּ וֹּאבָת תוֹאָרֵל יָנָפּ שֵׁקִּב־יִמ תֹאז םֶכְדֶיִּמ סֹמְר יָרֵצֲח
Apart from the orthographical difference of 1QIsaa תאוז and 4QIsaf תאז (= 픐)83 and 1QIsaa איכ and
픐L יכ,84 Isaiah 1:12 presents another variance which is perhaps related to diachronic syntactical
change. The 4QIsaf reading of סמר is at variance with the reading of סומרל in 1QIsaa. While the
morphology remains an infinitive construct form in both readings, the addition of the -ל to the in-
finitive construct is a marked characteristic of LBH and QH syntax.85 Regarding this variance,
81 The editors of DJD 2 transcribe it as: יתצפ֯ח] (DJD 2, 80). Such is a transcription error on their behalf (See 
e.g. the manuscript image on The Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Library, which indicates the partial ḥêt (http:/
/www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-371086; ; Date accessed March 12, 2014).
82 Qimron, HDSS, §200.11.
83 Kutscher, LLBIS, 166–167; HDSS, §200.11; M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile,” 27.
84 The alternation of these forms have been extensively documented by Abegg, “Linguistic Profile,” 25–41. See 
also M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Analysis,” 48–68.
85 Pulikottil, TBTQ, 121; Muraoka, “Morphosyntax,” 194–195. See also Millar Burrows, “Orthography, Morpholo-
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Kutscher notes, “The infinitive absolute is not used at all in Mishnaic Hebrew and the infinitive
construct is found only when it is preceded by a -ל.”86 It stands to reason that the scribe, whether
consciously or unconsciously, updated the reading in conformity with syntactical preferences of
his day. Abegg notes eight occurrences of the scribe appending the proclitic lāmed to an infinitive
construct throughout 1QIsaa,87 yet such practices were not global,88 since other infinitive constructs
were not likewise updated. Nevertheless, diachronic syntactical change grants sufficient means to
understand the variance.
4.2.1.10. Isaiah 1:13 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q60, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:13
1QIsaa 1, 15–16או֗ל ופיסות איבהל תחנ֗מ אוש ֗תרטק הבעות איה יל שדוח תבשו ארק 
ארקמ אול לכוא ןוא התרצעו
4Q60 1, 4–5אל ֯ות]ופיס]                                [בעות[ה איה[       ] תבש֯ו ֯רק]א[
Mur3 1, 17–18                 איבה                                       [  ] יל ֗ח]שד[
                      ֯ןוא] הרצעו[ 
픐Lֹאל וּפיִסוֹת איִבָה אְוָשׁ־תַחְנִמ תֶֹרטְק הָבֵעוֹתּ איִה יִל שֶֹׁדח תָבַּשְׁו ֹארְק  
אָרְקִמ ֹאללַכוּא־ ןֶואָ הָרָצֲעַו
As with the above example, Isaiah 1:13 attests to another syntactical variance of the proclitic lāmed
to the infinitive construct, thus 1QIsaa reads איבהל and Mur3 איבה. The diachronic change of ap-
pending the lāmed to the infinitive construct has been widely recognized as a syntactical feature
of LBH and/or QH.89
gy, and Syntax of the St Mark's Isaiah Manuscript,” JBL 68 (1949): 210.
86 Kutscher, LLBIS, 41. Cf. Qimron, HDSS §310.14; Muraoka, “Morphosyntax,” 194–195; Abegg, DJD 32:2, 39.
87 See M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile,” 39; cf. Pl I 15 (Isa 1:12); Pl I 15 (Isa 1:15); Pl VII 22 (Isa 8:4); Pl XXII 14 (Isa 
28:12); Pl XXIV 16 (Isa 30:9); Pl XXXVI 7 (Isa 42:24); Pl XXXIX 31 (Isa 47:11); and Pl XLVII 20 (Isa 57:20).
88 See case study of Isaiah 5:5 below.
89 Qimron, HDSS, §400.02; Sáenz-Badillos, HHL, 118, 126, 145; Pulikottil, TBTQ, 121.
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4.2.1.11. Isaiah 1:14 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q60, Mur3, and 픐L
Isa 1:14
1QIsaa 1, 16–17םכישדוח םכידעומו האנש ישפנ ויה ילע חרטל יתיאלנ אושנ
4Q60 1, 6]           ומו[םכיד֗ע האנש ישפנ[  ] 
Mur3 1, 21                                    ֯שפנ]י[
픐Lםֶכיֵשְׁדָח םֶכיֵדֲעוֹמוּ האְָנָשׂ יִשְׁפַנ וּיָה יַלָע חַֹרטָל יִתיֵאְלִנ ֹאשְׂנ
Apart from the orthographical differences, Isaiah 1:14 does not present any additional variances to
note.
4.2.1.12 Summary of Case Study 1
In the eleven verses analyzed in case study one, changes in orthography and phonology are pre-
dominant. Regarding the 146 extant words attested in 1QIsaa 1:4–21 (= Isa 1:4–14), the frequency of
orthographical and phonological differences is 29. Six of the observed variances were directly re-
lated to the linguistic category of syntax (Isa 1:7, 1:8[2x], 1:10, 1:12, and 1:13). These six variances do
not find explanation at level of textual families—the readings require historical linguistic analysis
to make sense of them. The variance in Isaiah 1:7 of (1QIsaa וממשוהילע ) puts the historical linguis-
tic methodology to the test. Working through the various options of syntactical relationships and
potential diachronic changes provided opportunity to demonstrate the advantage of the method-
ology. Lastly, an advantage of the historical linguistic methodology is apparent insofar as one can
work through a series of questions relating to syntactical issues before postulating a tendentious
reading of the scribe.
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4.2.2. Case Study 2: Isaiah 5:5–18
4.2.2.1. Isaiah 5:5 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 5:5
1QIsaa 4, 16–17התאו90 עידוא אנ המכתא תא רשא ינא אשוע91 ימרכל ריסא ותכו֗סמ היהיו 
רעב ץרפ ורדג היהיו סמרמל
픐Lהָתַּעְו הָעיִדוֹאאָנּ־ םֶכְתֶא תֵא יִנֲא־רֶשֲׁא הֶֹשׂע יִמְרַכְל רֵסָה וֹתָכּוּשְׂמ
הָיָהְו רֵעָבְל ֹץרָפּ וֹרֵדְגּ הָיָהְו סָמְרִמְל
First to note is the variance in the verbal form of 1QIsaa עידוא and 픐L העידוא. In the scroll of
1QIsaa, it is a hipʿil imperf. 1st pers. comm. sing., whereas in 픐L it is a cohortative. Several scholars
have noted the cohortative is on the decline in LBH and/or QH.92 Muraoka has also demonstrated
that the cohortative is decreasing in usage,93 but adds a caveat to previous proposals insofar as the
forms without the proclitic conjunctive wāw do not always reflect diachronic changes.94 Thus, Mu-
raoka questions,
Where the MT and its corresponding QH text do not agree in the choice of the form, is it 
semantically significant? Or is it that QH authors or copyists selected the short form 
because the long form was becoming obsolete and that they selected the long form 
because it was somehow felt to belong to the right literary register?
Muraoka’s questions cut to the center of the issue of whether the change of dropping the cohorta-
tive marker was prompted by either diachronic change or interpretive issues. In consideration of
90 Kutscher, LLBIS, 507; Qimron, HDSS, §200.11. Cf. Isaiah 28:22 and 64:7.
91 Phonological variance; see Qimron, HDSS, §200.11.
92 For a discussion the diachronic change of this feature see, Qimron, HDSS, §310.122. See also Robert Polzin, 
Late Biblical Hebrew: Toward a Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew Prose (HSM 12; Missoula, Mont.: Published by 
Scholars Press for the Harvard Semitic Museum, 1976), 54–55. Muraoka provides a caveat to Qimron’s original propos-
al of the circumstantial issues prompting the change (see T. Muraoka, “An Approach to the Morphosyntax and Syn-
tax of Qumran Hebrew,” in Diggers and the Well: Proceedings of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the 
Dead Sea Scrolls (eds. T. Muraoka and J. Elwolde; STDJ; Leiden: Brill, 2000); 197–198).
93 For a discussion the diachronic change of this feature see, Qimron, HDSS, §310.122. See also Polzin, Late 
Biblical Hebrew, 54–55. Muraoka provides a caveat to Qimron’s original proposal of the circumstantial issues prompt-
ing the change (see T. Muraoka, “Morphosyntax and Syntax,” 197–198).
94 To demonstrate the speakers of QH still had a grasp on the volitional aspect of the cohortative, Muraoka 
cites 4Q177 ii, 8 דע הנא התישא  (cf. 픐L Ps 13:3). T. Muraoka, “Morphosyntax and Syntax,” 196.
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any interpretive issues, one other instance of a cohortative is preceded by the particle אנ in 픐L. In
Isaiah 5:1, 픐L has הָריִשׁאָאָנּ , but 1QIsaa has dropped the particle אנ and retained the cohortative
form. In addition, the Judaean Desert and Qumran scrolls do not attest to the syntagm of a cohor-
tative with the particle אנ, whereas the particle does occur with the imperfect and imperative
forms. As such, it stands to reason the scribe changed the form to the imperfect to suit the context,
in which case the disclosure of knowledge was conceived in the indicative and the particle אנ
emphasizes the statement.95
The second variance of 1QIsaa רעב and 픐L רעבל is related to the variance discussed above
in Isaiah 1:12. Scholars have noted the tendency to affix a proclitic lāmed to the infinitive construct
forms in LBH and/or QH.96 As to why the scribe did not follow the trend of LBH and/or QH, there
seems to be an additional factor at work. In 픐L, the infinitive construct follows the perfect היה,
and it is preceded by an infinitive abs. (ץרפ). This is the only occurrence of this syntagm in EBH,
LBH, QH, and MH corpora. As it stands in 픐L, the syntax of the sentence is rather difficult. Perhaps
removing the lāmed was an attempt to clarify the semantics of the clause, indicating an attempt to
remove the semantics of entering the state of “devoured.”97 In this case, the final clause היהיו
סמרמל was interpreted as the resulting action of the gates being torn down, that is, the vineyard
becomes trampled because its defenses are destroyed (cf. 5:12).
Another issue of variance is the difference between the inf. abs. רסה (픐L) to the hipʿil Im-
95 s.v., “אָנ,” HALOT, 2:656.
96 Qimron, HDSS, §310.122 see also §400.2.3; Sáenz-Badillos, HHL, 118.
97 See GKC §114 for a discussion on the semantics of - היה ל  as meaning “become.”
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perf. 1st sing. √רוס.98 In several other occasions, the scribe of 1QIsaa used a finite verb to clarify the
syntax of the clause (e.g., see Isaiah 37:19, 37:3099; 42:20; 57:17; 59:13 [2x]). The scribe clarifies the
subject by converting the inf. abs. to the first person verbal form. Perhaps the two inf. abs. forms
( רסה/ץרפ ) was not clear in the literary structure of the indirect discourse, thus prompting the
scribe to intervene for the purpose of interpretive clarification. Other diachronic factors could like-
wise be adduced to explain this variance. Muraoka notes the infinitive absolute is on decline in
LBH, yet also recognizes its occasional use in such instances where an infinitive abs. was used to
replace a finite verb (cf. 4Q56 22, 3 לוכא bis ≠ 1QIsaa 픐L).100 Perhaps the change here is an occasion
where the syntactical difficulties in the sentence prompted to scribe to update the reading not
only due to diachronic changes of his language, but also an attempt to smooth over the difficult
syntax.
The final syntactical variance to note in this passage is 1QIsaa היהיו (2x) (Qal Imperf. 3rd
Masc. Sing. √היה) in comparison with 픐L היהו (Qal Consec. Perf. 3rd pers. Masc. Sing. √היה). Devel-
opments and changes in the verbal system have been observed by several scholars.101 A compre-
hensive study of the verbal system is required in order to get a keen understanding on what may
have prompted these variances. Time and space prevents such a study here, but a possible expla-
nation can be postulated. Isaiah 5:1-5 outlines the impending judgment on the nation of Israel,102
98 For discussion of ה/א  interchange, see Kutscher, LLBIS, 506.
99 bis √לכא in agreement with the Qere of 픐L masorah parva.
100 T. Muraoka, “Morphosyntax and Syntax,” 195–196.
101 Sáenz-Badillos, HHL, 144. See also Martin Abegg’s comment regarding the need for a careful study of the 
Qumran verbal system, as well as how the results may grant a nuanced understanding of the biblical scrolls verbal 
variations (M. Abegg Jr., “Linguistic Profile,” 37–38).
102 Chapter 1 opens the  ביר (cf. Isa 3:3) with the appeal to the םימש and ץרא (Isa 1:2; cf. Dt 4:26). Chapter 5:1–5 
makes known the judgment of הוהי on his people.
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which has yet to occur from the perspective of the narrative. Given that both of these variances are
within the indirect discourse of what is being made known (the result of the juridical parable of
Isaiah 5:1-7), the scribe most likely decided to clarify the syntax by converting the irrealis perfects
to imperfects so as to communicate the conditionality of the statement, that is, the impending
results on  the northern tribes of Israel.
4.2.2.2. Isaiah 5:6 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 5:6
1QIsaa 4, 18–19והתישאו התב ואול רמזי ואול רדעי הלעו רימש תישו לעו םיבעה הוצא 
ריטמהמ  וילע רטמ
픐Lוּהֵתיִשֲׁאַו הָתָב ֹאל רֵמָזִּי ְוֹאל רֵדָעֵי הָלָעְו ריִמָשׁ תִיָשָׁו לַעְו םיִבָעֶה הֶוַּצֲא 
ריִטְמַהֵמ ויָלָע רָטָמ
As with the observed wāw variances above, another such occurrence is found in Isaiah 5:6. In this
particular case, the scribe most likely harmonized the clausal relationships by making a clear par-
allelism with the following negative particle and verb ( אולו׳רדעי ). Abegg has likewise noted, “A
pattern that is quite evident, especially in 1QIsaa, is the penchant for adding wāw before the parti-
cle אל. This pattern occurs on 33 occasions in the larger scroll . . . while the reverse is found only
twice (XL 12 = 48:6 and XL 12 = 48:7).”103 Regarding these occasions where clausal boundaries are
made explicit, the scribe demonstrated his freedom in the process of transmission.
4.2.2.3. Isaiah 5:11 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 5:11
1QIsaa 4, 26ה]יו ימיכשמ[ רקב֯ב רכש ופודרי יזחאמ104 ףשנב ןיי םקילדי
픐Lיוֹה יֵמיִכְּשַׁמ רֶֹקבַּב רָכֵשׁ וֹּפדְּרִי יֵרֲחאְַמ ףֶשֶׁנַּב ןִיַי םֵקיִלְדַי
103 Abegg, “Linguistic Profile,” 37.
104 It should be recalled that an underlined word indicates a difference which is not syntactical. Kutscher 
notes this difference is likely a mechanical error (see Kutscher, LLBIS, 217).
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There are no diachronic syntactical variances to note in Isaiah 5:11.
4.2.2.4. Isaiah 5:12 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 5:12
1QIsaa 4, 26–28היהו                 ] חו[֯ל]י[ל ]ו[ןי֗י םהיתשמ תאו תלעפ הוהי אול וטיבה 
השעמו ]  [
픐Lהָיָהְו רוֹנִּכ לֶבֶנָו ףֹתּ ליִלָחְו ןִיַיָו םֶהיֵתְּשִׁמ תֵאְו לַעֹפּ הָוהְי ֹאל וּטיִבַּי
הֵשֲׂעַמוּ ויָדָי ֹאל וּאָר
The first variance to note is between 1QIsaa תלעפ (Noun Comm. Fem. Pl. Constr.) and 픐L לעפ
(Noun Comm. Fem. Sing. Constr.). Scholars have not proposed any diachronic changes in the syn-
tax of LBH or QH to explain this variance. The syntagm occurs in Psalm 28:5, yet to argue any de-
pendency of the Psalm in the scribe’s transmission of Isaiah is highly speculative.
The variance of 1QIsaa וטיבה (hipʿil Perf. 3rd Comm. Pl. √טבנ) and 픐L וטיבי (hipʿil Imperf. 3rd
Masc. Pl. √טבנ), on other hand, merits closer analysis. Scholars have made several observations re-
garding changes of the verb in LBH, yet these often relate to the wāw + imperfect.105 Given this par-
ticular variance does not relate to a consecutive form, any diachronic explanation is tenuous.
Pulikottil argues for historical exegesis, that is, a variance whereby the scribes historical sit-
uatedness led him to change the text.106 A change from the imperfect to a perfect is said to be “in-
dicative of the intentions of the scribe.” Pulikottil does recognize another explanation, namely,
that a harmonization of the verbs could be the potential reason for the change (i.e., it was changed
to agree with ואר). While there does not seem to be any mutual exclusive characteristics to rule ei-
ther of the explanations more likely in favor of the other, it stands to reason both could have influ-
105 Ian Young, Robert Rezetko, and Martin Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts (2 vols.; London: 
Equinox, 2008), 2:162–166.
106 Pulikottil, TBTQ, 130.
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enced the scribe to make this change.
4.2.2.5. Isaiah 5:13 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 5:13
1QIsaa 4, 28–29]ןכל[ ֗ה֯ל֯ג ימע ילבמ תעד דובכוי יתמ בער ונומהו] החצ אמצ[
픐Lןֵכָל הָלָגּ יִמַּע תַעָד־יִלְבִּמ דוֹבְכוּו ֹיֵתְמ בָעָר וֹנוֹמֲהַו הֵחִצ אָמָצ
The variance of the pronominal suffix (1QIsaa ידובכו and 픐L ודובכו)107 does not find any explana-
tion be means of diachronic syntactical change. Instead, it is likely the result of the scribe’s clarifi-
cation of the syntax. By changing the pronominal suffix from the third pers. to the first pers., the
scribe has created a parallelism with ימע. The first pers. pronominal suffix prevents one from con-
ceiving of the leadership through their relationship to the people.108 Perhaps the scribe sensed the
third pers. pronominal suffix of ונומהו better served as a collective to both groups rather than the
third pers. pronominal suffix reading of ודובכו.
4.2.2.6. Isaiah 5:14 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 5:14
1QIsaa 4, 29-5, 1]ןכל [ההביחר לואש השפנ הרעפו היפ ילבל קוח דריו [  ]הרד֗ה הנ֗ומהו 
הנואשו ולע]ז[ הב
픐Lןֵכָל הָביִחְרִה לוֹאְשּׁ הָּשְׁפַנ הָרֲעָפוּ ָהיִפ קֹח־יִלְבִל דַרָיְו הָּרָדֲה הָּנוֹמֲהַו
הָּנוֹאְשׁוּ זֵלָעְו הָּבּ
There are no syntactical variances to note in Isaiah 5:14.
107 Burrows transcribed it as ודובכו. Given that the scribe of 1QIsaa does distinguish between the wāw and yôd, 
Burrows transcription is questionable (see Burrows et al., The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s Monastery, Pl IV). Both Q-
P and Flint and Ulrich, transcribe with the yôd (cf. Donald W. Parry and Elisah Qimron, The Great Isaiah Scroll 
(1QIsaa): A New Edition (STDJ XXXII; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 9; Flint and Ulrich, DJD 32:1, 2:9.
108 The third masc. sing. pronominal suffix would thus be a collective noun, referring back to the people. See 
s.v., “דוֹבָכּ,” HALOT, 2:457.
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4.2.2.7. Isaiah 5:15 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q56, and 픐L
Isa 5:15
1QIsaa 5, 1–2חשי םדא לפשיו שיא יניעו םיהבג הנלפשת
4Q56 3 ii, 1]                                ג[֯ם֗י֗ה֗ב[  ]
픐Lחַשִּׁיַּו םָדאָ שׁיִא־לַפְּשִׁיַּו יֵניֵעְו םיִֹהבְג הָנְלַפְּשִׁתּ
As noted above, Scholars have made several observations regarding changes in the verb, especially
a move away from wayyiqtol forms.109 As Abegg has noted, “given the fact that the use of the so-
called wāw-consecutive or preterite (wayyiqtol) was declining dramatically in this period—by the
time of the Mishnah it is not used at all aside from biblical quotations—it is noteworthy that only
14 variances might be explained by this influence.”110 This particular change was most likely the
result of a diachronic change in the language of the scribe.
4.2.2.8. Isaiah 5:16 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q56, and 픐L
Isa 5:16
1QIsaa 5, 2–3הבגיו הוהי תואבצ טפשמב לאהו שודקה שדקנ הקדצב
4Q56 3 ii, 2]                                                    קנ[שד ֗הקדצב[  ]
픐Lהַבְּגִיַּו הָוהְי תוֹאָבְצ טָפְּשִׁמַּבּ לֵאָהְו שׁוֹדָקַּה שָׁדְּקִנ הָקָדְצִבּ
There are no syntactical differences to note in Isaiah 5:16.
4.2.2.9. Isaiah 5:17 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q69, and 픐L
Isa 5:17
1QIsaa 5, 18–19וערו םישובכ111 םרבדכ תוברחו םיחימ112 םירג ולכאי
4Q56 3 ii, 2[ ]                                 ֯מ]יח[֯ם םירג ֯א֗י]ולכ[    
픐Lוּעָרְו םיִשָׂבְכ םָרְבָדְכּ תוֹבְרָחְו םיִחֵמ םיִרָגּ  וּלֵכֹאי
109 See E.Y. Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language (Leiden/Jerusalem: Brill/Magnes Press, 1982), 45; 
Sáenz-Badillos, HHL, 123–124.
110 Abegg, “Linguistic Profile,” 37–38. Cf. Isa 6:1, Isa 41:6, Isa 49:7, and Isa 51:16.
111 This is not an orthographical, phonological, morphological or syntactical variance. As did the translator of 
픊 (διηρπασµένοι), the scribe probably understood it to mean “subjugate” or “enslave” (see Kutscher, LLBIS, 247).
112 See Qimron, HDSS, §100.33.
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There are no syntactical differences to note in Isaiah 5:17.
4.2.2.10. Isaiah 5:18 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q69, and 픐L
Isa 5:18
1QIsaa 5, 4יוה יכשמ הןווע ילבחב ישה תובעכו הלגעה האטח
4Q56 3 ii, 4[  ]יכשמ הןוע ילב֗חב ֗שה]או[ תוב֗ע֗כ֯ו ֗געה]הל[
픐Lיוֹה יֵכְשֹׁמ ֶהןוָֹע יֵלְבַחְבּ אְוָשַּׁה תוֹבֲעַכְו הָלָגֲעָה האָָטַּח
There are not syntactical differences to note in Isaiah 5:18.
4.2.2.11. Summary of Case Study 2
Of the 61 extant words in case study 3, there are ten occurrences (5:5[5x], 5:6, 5:12[2x], 5:13, and
5:15) where syntactical change accounts for the observable differences. Thus far, the trend contin-
ues in which case syntactical variances are either related to the scribe’s attempt to clarify the
clausal and phrasal relationships or diachronic changes.
4.2.3. Case Study 3: Isaiah 10:20–11:5
In the following case studies, I refrain from making comments on the apparent differences of or-
thography, phonology, and morphology (although such variances are marked with an underlined
style). Should a morphological variance overlap with a syntactical difference, it is of course dis-
cussed. As with Case Study 1 above, each verse is addressed individually. Syntactical issues are
marked off with a overline.
4.2.3.1. Isaiah 10:20 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 10:20
1QIsaa 10, 7-8היהו םויב א֗והה אול ףיסוי דוע ראש לארשי תטילפו תיב בוקעי ןעשהל לע
והכמ ןעשנו לא הוהי שודק לארשי תמאב
픐Lהָיָהְו םוֹיַּבּ אוּהַה ֹאלףיִסוֹי־ דוֹע ראְָשׁ לֵאָרְשִׂי תַטיֵלְפוּ ֹבקֲעַי־תיֵבּ ןֵעָשִּׁהְל ־לַע
וּהֵכַּמ ןַעְשִׁנְו לַעהָוהְי־ שׁוֹדְק לֵאָרְשִׂי תֶמֱאֶבּ
There is a variance between the prepositions of 1QIsaa לא and 픐L לע. In addition to 픐L, two other
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medieval Mss (150 and 픐A) read לא.113 It is debatable whether the prepositional interchange is evi-
dence of syntactical change since the difference between the prepositions does not change the
syntactical structure of the clause. Rather, the lexical item within the head of the complement
clause is different.
When considering LBH and/or QH features, several scholars posit a change between לא
and לע, as a lexical diachronic change.114 Notice, however, that the believed change is from לא to
לע, meaning that 픐L attests to the change and 1QIsaa does not.115 It stands to reason—so long as 픐
is not the golden rule—that a later emendation was made in the transmission of the text, thus re-
flected in 픐LA. That is, the reading of 픐LA reflects a change that survived in the medieval Ms
tradition.
When considering the previous occurrence of לע, other philological factors could be ad-
duced to explain the difference. With the previous syntagm ןעשהללע׳מ , one could perhaps ad-
duce Carr’s argument of memory variants, in which case the scribe was influenced to write לע a
second time (perhaps unconsciously influenced by the diachronic change?). Regardless, the
present study is more concerned with syntactical changes and not lexical changes; the relationship
of the phrasal and clausal constituents do not change with either preposition.
113 See HUBIs, 10:20.
114 Qimrom, HDSS, §500.01; Sáenz-Badillos, HHL, 117; see also Rooker, BHT, 127–131; 
115 Waltke and O’Connor comment, “Futile is the tendency to emend the MT in order to eliminate some or all 
of these senses, although there may be cases in which the prepositions have been confused in the development of 
the text” IBHS, §11.2.3. Pulikottil argues, on occasion when 1QIsaa evinces the reverse change, that the scribe is pro-
tecting against the ambiguity in semantics between the two particles (see Pulikottil, TBTQ, 131).
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4.2.3.2. Isaiah 10:21 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 10:21
1QIsaa 10, 8ראש בושי ראש בוקעי לא לא רובג
픐Lראְָשׁ בוּשָׁי ראְָשׁ ֹבקֲעַי לֵא־לֶא רוֹבִּגּ
There are no apparent variances of syntactical difference to note in Isaiah 10:21.
4.2.3.3. Isaiah 10:22 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 10:22
1QIsaa 10, 8-9איכ מא היהי ךמע לארשי לוחכ םיה ראש בושי וב ןוילכ ץורח ףטוש 
הקדצ
픐Lיִכּ  הֶיְהִי־םִא  bְמַּע לֵאָרְשִׂי לוֹחְכּ םָיַּה ראְָשׁ בוּשָׁי וֹבּ ןוֹיָלִּכּ ץוּרָח ףֵטוֹשׁ 
הָקָדְצ
There are no apparent variances of syntactical difference to note in Isaiah 10:22.
4.2.3.4. Isaiah 10:23 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 10:23
1QIsaa 10, 9-10יכ הלכ הצרחנו ינודא הוהי תואבצ השוע ברקב לוכ ץראה
4Q57 3-5, 1[  ]                                         השו֯ע ֯ב]ברק[
픐Lיִכּ הָלָכ הָצָרֱחֶנְו יָֹנדֲא הִוהְי תוֹאָבְצ הֶֹשׂע בֶרֶקְבּ לָכּץֶראָָה־
There are no apparent variances of syntactical difference to note in Isaiah 10:23.
4.2.3.5. Isaiah 10:24 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57,  and 픐L
Isa 10:24
1QIsaa 10, 11-12ןכל הוכ רמא ינודא הוהי תואבצ לא ארית ימע בשוי ןויצ רושאמ מטבש 
הככי וטמו116 אשי ךילע ךרדב םיר֗צמ
4Q57 3-5, 2-3]כל[֯ן ]וכ[֯ה רמא א]ינוד[
הככי ׄהטמו]ו[
픐Lןֵכָל ֹהכּרַמאָ־ יָֹנדֲא הִוהְי תוֹאָבְצ אָריִתּ־לאַ יִמַּע בֵֹשׁי ןוֹיִּצ רוּשּׁאֵַמ ַבּטֶבֵשּׁ
הָכֶּכַּי וּהֵטַּמוּ bיֶלָע־אָשִּׂי dֶרֶדְבּ םִיָרְצִמ
The difference between 1QIsaa reading of טבשמ and 픐L טבשב invites closer inspection. Kutscher
notes three occasions, including this one, where 1QIsaa and 픐L differ on the use of ב and ןמ (cf. Isa
116 While not syntactical in nature, the variance relates to the morphological differences between 1QIsaa וטמו 
and 4Q57 הטמו]ו[ . This is the only occasion where 1QIsaa differs with 픐 in the suffix of ו- (see Kutscher, LLBIS, 443).
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6:13; 9:18). A noted diachronic change regarding the preposition ןמ may assist in understanding the
variance here.
Several scholars have noted that LBH and/or QH shows an increase in the frequency of
unassimilated nun (of ןמ) before anarthrous nominal forms. Regarding this feature, Qimron notes,
The non-assimilation of ןמ (before nouns without the definite article he) should properly 
be described as morphophonological; there is no purely phonological basis for the non-
assimilation in these cases. This phenomenon, which is also found in the biblical texts and 
in other contemporaneous Hebrew sources is apparently an Aramaism.117
The philological data of Isaiah turns up related evidence regarding a ןמ interchange. In 1QIsaa
28:4–5 (= Isa 34:4), there is a variance involving unassimilated nun:
1QIsaaלוכו םאבצ לובי לבונכ הלע ןפוגמ תלבונכו ןמ הנאת
픐Lםאָָבְצ־לָכְו לוֹבִּי ֹלבְנִכּ הֶלָע ןֶפֶגִּמ תֶלֶבֹנְכוּ ִמהָנֵאְתּ
If the unassimilated nun were a marked feature of LBH and/or QH, it is odd that the scribe did not
reflect such a change in Isaiah 10:24 as witnessed in 1QIsaa 28:4–5. However, the corpora of LBH,
QH, and MH data does not provide clear evidence to easily pinpoint whether the scribe altered his
Vorlage in accordance with the syntactical preferences of his day.118 As such, the comparative philo-
logical evidence does not help in understanding the interchange in Isaiah 10:24.
Given that there is no clear diachronic change to explain this variance, two options remain
for understanding the difference. The first option would be a mechanical error in which case ei-
ther text attests to a confusion between the characters ב/מ on the basis of graphic similarity.119 The
117 Qimron, HDSS, §200.16.
118 When considering the data of the Hebrew corpora, one might even contest the proposal that the unassimi-
lated nun is a feature of LBH, QH, and MH. In the QH corpus, there are 918 occurrences of ןמ, compared with 2319 oc-
currences of the assimilated form -מ, and in MH corpus, there are 1270 occurrences of ןמ and 5082 assimilated forms. 
Given this data, perhaps the nun was assimilated in the transmission process, resulting in a text as reflected in 픐L. 
The two other occurrences of interchange between ןמ and ב also were not changed to the unassimilated forms (cf. 
Isa 6:13; 9:18).
119 Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3rd ed. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2013), 228.
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second option is a difference in interpretation, that is, a difference in understanding how the ad-
junct phrase relates to the other constituents in the sentence. The reading of טבשמ in 1QIsaa could
be an attempt to resolve syntactical ambiguities, whereby the phrasal relationships are construed
differently. For example, Pulikottil has argued that scribe of 1QIsaa has interpreted the טבש as an
additional complement of the verb ארית. According to Pulikottil, the change of the preposition
makes clear the interpretive decision of the double complement structure120 (as also translated in
DSSB Isaiah 10:24).121 Such a reading differs from 픐L, in which case it was likely interpreted as an
adjunct phrase, subordinate to the verb הככי. Interpreting טבשב as an adjunct phrase is possible
on the grounds that רשא can be covert in prophetical and poetic texts (i.e., טבשב הככי  [רשא]).122
In sum, two likely explanations remain. It was either an error on the grounds of graphical
similarity, or the variance attests to two difference interpretive traditions. It is difficult to say which
is more probably, yet a graphical error is the simplest of the two.123
4.2.3.6. Isaiah 10:25 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 10:25
1QIsaa 10:12יכ דוע טעמ רעזמ הלכו מעז יפאו לע םתילבת
4Q57 4, 4                                      ֯י֯פ֯א֯ו ]ע[֯ל[  ]
픐Lדוֹע־יִכּ טַעְמ רָעְזִמ הָלָכְו םַעַז יִפּאְַו םָתיִלְבַתּ־לַע
Isaiah 10:25 does not attest to any diachronic syntactical difference to note.
120 Pulikottil, TBTQ, 112.
121 “Therefore thus says my Lord, the LORD of hosts: My people living in Zion, do not be afraid of the Assyrian,
of the rod that strikes you or the staff lifted up against you, in the fashion of Egypt” DSSNT 10:24; italics original.
122 JM §3d; cf. Waltke and O’Connor, IBHS, §11.4.3. See also Kutscher, LLBIS, 431.
123 Depending on one’s preference for philosophical logic, the simplest explanation, called Occam’s Razor, is 
sometimes preferred when adjudicating between competing explanations.
96
4.2.3.7. Isaiah 10:26 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 10:26
1QIsaa 10:12-13ריעיו וילע הוהי תואבצ טוש ֗תכמכ ןידמ רוצב ברוע והטמו לע םיה 
ואשנו ךרדב םירצמ
4Q57 3, 4                               ]וש[֯ט ֯מ֯כ]תכ[
픐Lרֵרוֹעְו ויָלָע הָוהְי תוֹאָבְצ טוֹשׁ תַכַּמְכּ ןָיְדִמ רוּצְבּ בֵרוֹע וּהֵטַּמוּ םָיַּה־לַע וֹאָשְׂנוּ
dֶרֶדְבּ םִיָרְצִמ
The polel form (√רוע) wāw + perfect in 픐L reads differently than the hipʿil wāw + imperfect in
1QIsaa. Scholars have described and notated a decreased usage of a perfect consecutive in LBH
and/or QH.124 Kutscher categorized this change as a modernization on the basis of a common
form.125 The description of “more common” by Kutscher is articulated by Qimron who has argued
that there was a preference of hipʿil against the qal in some verbal lemmas.126 Of course, the form in
픐 is a polel, but several other variances can be found where the polel differs at a comparative level
(1QIsaa 10:17 ףוני127 ≠ Isa 10:32 픐L ףפני; 1QIsaa 13:11 ורע ≠ Isa 15:5 픐L ורעעי; 1QIsaa 50:18 ןיכי ≠ Isa 62:7
픐L ןנוכי). The variance in 1QIsaa 13:11 likewise attests to a variance in verbal stem yet with the same
lemma רוע. However, there are other occurrences where a polel form remains (cf. 1QIsaa 12:10 = Isa
14:9).128 As discussed in the previous chapter, however, one should not expect a wholesale updating
of a particular feature, and nor does the lack of evidence for a global update of a LBH and/or QH
feature abnegate the premise of diachronic syntactical changes.
When considering the larger corpus of non-biblical scrolls and sectarian scrolls, there is a
124 Kutscher, LLBIS, 43; Abegg, “Linguistic Profile,” 38.
125 “The Scroll has ריעיו in 10:26, instead of ררועו, because this form is more common” Kutscher, LLBIS, 43.
126 Qimron, HDSS, 49.
127 See discussion below.
128 Col. XII was torn at some point in the history of the scroll, and it was later stitched up (see DJD 32:1, Pl. 
XII).
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lower frequency of polel forms (98 occurrences129); however, one should bear in mind that the polel
forms are limited to a certain type of lemma. Both in the biblical, non-biblical, and sectarian
scrolls, the so-called bi-consonantal lemmas take this form, often where a piʿel is expected.130 Ad-
ducing the lower frequency of polel in the non-biblical and sectarian scrolls, therefore, does not
ipso facto indicate a diachronic change. Differences in genre can affect the frequency of vocabulary
selection during compositional activities.
Since the variance most likely occurred in the process of transmission and scholars have
noted a tendency for the hipʿil to replace certain forms, this variance was likely prompted by di-
achronic changes. However, a full scale study of the frequency of verbal forms and genre issues is
required before a conclusive decision can be reached.
4.2.3.8. Isaiah 10:27 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 10:27
1QIsaa 10, 14היהו םויב אוהה רוסי ולבס לעמ ךמכש ול֗ו֯עו לעמ ךראוצ לבחו לוע ינפמ 
ןמש
4Q57 4, 5[    ]֯ב]י[ם֗ו ירוס ֗ס]ולבו[
픐Lהָיָהְו םוֹיַּבּ אוּהַה רוּסָי וֹלֳבֻּס לַעֵמ bֶמְכִשׁ וֹלֻּעְו לַעֵמ bֶראָוַּצ לַבֻּחְו ֹלע 
ןֶמָשׁ־יֵנְפִּמ
A comparison between 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L reveals that 4Q57 lacks the demonstrative pronoun.
The phrase םויאוהה is a frequent idiom occurring some 226 times in the Hebrew Bible. Skehan
and Ulrich compare 픐L Isaiah 7:17 and 4Q57 9 II, 21 with the present verse, in which case the for-
mer has the anarthrous םוי and the latter also has a supralinear addition. This omission of אוהה
does not find explanation on grounds of LBH or QH syntactical developments; it is most likely a
129 Martin G. Abegg, Jr., Qumran non-biblical Manuscripts (version 4.0; Altamonte Springs: OakTree Software, 
Inc, 1999), n.p. Search arguments: “[verb polel]”.
130 Waltke and O’Conner, IBHS, §28.1.
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mechanical error, in which case the scribe inadvertently skipped over אוהה.131
4.2.3.9. Isaiah 10:28 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 10:28
   ת
1QIsaa 10, 15אב  לע  היע רבע ןורגמב שמכמל132 דיקפי וילכ
4Q57 4, 6]ב[א לא ת֗וי֗ע ֯ע]רב[
픐Lאָבּ  לַע־תַיַּע רַבָע ןוֹרְגִמְבּ שָׂמְכִמְל דיִקְפַי ויָלֵכּ
Isaiah 10:20 above showed the same variance between לע and לא, but 픐L reads in agreement with
a diachronic change. In this case, 1QIsaa and 픐L attests to a diachronic change. The change of לא to
לע does indeed seem to occur throughout BH, LBH, to MH, in which case the latter attests to a fre-
quency of 72 occurrences of לא in comparison to a frequency of 3904 of לע (out of approximately
190,000 words).133 Nevertheless, this variance is not necessarily a diachronic syntactical change, but
rather a lexical change.
Another variance is apparent when comparing 1QIsaa of התיע, 4Q57 תויע, and 픐L תיע.134
Qimron argued (vis-à-vis Gesenius135) that the directionality marker has lost its syntactical func-
tion in DSS Hebrew. Perhaps, the addition of the ת perhaps attests to a difference in morphology
rather than syntax, insofar as a later scribe added it.136 As such, this variance is most likely prompt-
131 Thus, I agree with Ulrich and Skehan (see DJD 15, 56). In addition, the ancient versions seemingly attest to 
the demonstrative (cf. 픊 픗 픖 픙).
132 1QIsaa and 픐 both agree, but the lemma is “סָמְכִמ” DCH, 5:269. Cf. Ezra 2:27.
133 Martin Abegg, Jr., Kaufmann Mishna A 50 Manuscript Morphologically Tagged (version 2.5; Altamonte 
Springs, Fl: OakTree Software, Inc, 2009), n.p.
134 HUBIs records a reading of תוע (citing Kennicott).
135 GKC §90g.
136 see DJD 32:2, 103. See also s.v., “הָיַּע,” HALOT, 2:816.
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ed by morphological issues and not syntactical change.
4.2.3.10. Isaiah 10:29 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 10:29
1QIsaa 10, 15-16רבע הרבעמב עבג ןולמ ונל הדרח המרה תעבג לואש הסנ
4Q57 4, 7]                                  דרח[֯ה המר֗ה בג]תע[
픐Lוּרְבָע הָרָבְּעַמ עַבֶגּ ןוֹלָמ וּנָל הָדְרָח הָמָרָה תַעְבִגּ לוּאָשׁ הָסָנ
Isaiah 10:29 presents another syntactical variance with the reading of 1QIsaa רבעהרבעמב and 픐L
ורבעהרבעמ . With the discourse developing in 3rd singular forms (see 10:24–28 above), the scribe
has maintained a consistent pattern of using the singular, whose antecedent is found in 10:24, the
Assyrian army. In addition to creating an agreement with the singular verbal forms, the scribe of
1QIsaa includes the ב on the nominal form הרבעמ, which is of no major significance per se. Includ-
ing the ב was perhaps motived by means of 10:27 which contains the same syntagm ( רבעןורגמב );
whether it was a conscious decision by the scribe or not, the various changes are not erroneous,
and several occasions, such as this one, demonstrate a penchant to make the relationships be-
tween the phrasal and clausal constituents apparent. Such changes indicate an active interpretive
process so as to reduce semantic ambiguities, at least from the emic perspective. However, this
does not seem to have been prompted by any diachronic developments, but rather the scribe in-
tervened at the level of syntax, creating concord between the subject and verb.137
4.2.3.11. Isaiah 10:30 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 10:30
1QIsaa 10, 16ילהצ ךלוק תב םילג יבישקה שיל הינע תותנע
4Q57 4, 8]                  ג[םי֯ל[  ]
픐Lיִלֲהַצ dֵלוֹק םיִלַּגּ־תַבּ יִביִשְׁקַה הָשְׁיַל הָיִּנֲע תוֹתָנֲע
The variance here between 1QIsaa שיל and 픐L השיל could be a case where the scribe of 1QIsaa
137 Cf. Waltke and O’Connor, IBHS, §6.6b.
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removed the hê. If the proper noun as שיל138 was interpreted as being distinct from the proper
noun השיל,139 then perhaps the scribe removed the hê.140 However, the previous verbal form coun-
teracts such an explanation, since it is not a lemma whose semantics are related to motion. Anoth-
er option could be a confusion of place names, as either proper noun is a hapax legomenon. It is
difficult to say this variance is a syntactical variance.
4.2.3.12. Isaiah 10:31 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 10:31
1QIsaa 10, 16-17הדדנ הנמרמ141 יבשוי הםיבג וזיעה
4Q57 4, 8]דדנ[ה מ◦הנמ] יבשי[
픐Lהָדְדָנ  הָנֵמְדַמ יֵבְֹשׁי םיִבֵגַּה וּזיִעֵה
While the material evidence between 1QIsaa and 픐L is the same, the supralinear ה raises suspicion
as to whether any diachronic changes prompted the scribe to incidentally omit the determination
marker, but later included it.142 Joüon and Muraoka have suggested several diachronic changes that
include the syntax of the determination marker,143 but none of their proposed changes grants suffi-
cient means to support a premise that the scribe’s language prompted the change here. Conse-
quently, the supralinear ה is probably best explained by a copyist error.
138 This proper noun refers to the “city in extreme north of Canaan, conquered and renamed Dan by tribe of 
Dan.” s.v., “שִׁיַל,” DCH, 4:545.
139 The reference of this proper noun is stated to be “3 km NE of Jerusalem.” s.v., “הָשְׁיַל,” DCH, 4:545.
140 Qimron, HDSS, 340*. 
141 The scroll is difficult to interpret on this reading. DJD 32 does not indicate a probable or likely reading with
a solid or hollow circlet, but perhaps should. Q-P transcribe it as הנמ֗דמ (Parry Qimron, The Great Isaiah Scroll, 21).
142 Ulrich and Flint declare it is an emendation by the first hand (see DJD 32:2, 103).
143 JM 68, 104, 504. See also 259.
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4.2.3.13. Isaiah 10:32 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 10:32
1QIsaa 10, 17דוע םויה בנב דומעל פוני וידי רה תב144 ןויצ תעבג םילשורי
4Q57 4, 9[   ]םוי֯ה ][                       [  ] תב ןויצ בג]תע[
픐Lדוֹע םוֹיַּה בֹנְבּ ֹדמֲעַל ףֵפֹנְי וֹדָי רַה תיֵבּןוֹיִּצ־ תַעְבִגּ fָלָשׁוּרְי
The variance between 1QIsaa פוני (Qal Imperf. 3rd Masc. Sing. √ףונ) and 픐L ףפני (polel Imperf. 3rd
Masc. Sing. √ףונ), as with Isaiah 10:26 above, was most likely prompted by the decline of the polel
forms. A mechanical error is conceivable, insofar as the final ף was overlooked and the ו marks the
/o/ class vowel of the imperfect stem. Additional philological evidence is lacking to support such a
claim, however.145 As such, the variance is probably best explained by the diachronic trends of the
decline of the polel forms.
4.2.3.14. Isaiah 10:33 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 10:33
1QIsaa 10, 18-19הנה ןודאה הוהי תואבצ ףעסמ הראפ הצרעמב ימרו ההמוק םיעודג 
םיהבגהו ולפשי
4Q57 4, 10[ ]                  צ֯ב]֯תוא[146                   ]וקה[֯ה֗מ[ ]֯ד֯ג]יעו[֯ם[  ]
픐Lהֵנִּה ןוֹדאָָה הָוהְי תוֹאָבְצ ףֵעָסְמ הָראֻפּ הָצָרֲעַמְבּ יֵמָרְו הָמוֹקַּה םיִעוּדְגּ 
םיִֹהבְגַּהְו וּלָפְּשִׁי
As with 10:31 above, the original scribe wrote in a supralinear ה.147 This case does not seem related
to any diachronic changes in the syntax of the determination marker.148 To provide additional sup-
port for such a claim, the Judaean Desert or Qumran material attests to some 821 occurrences of a
144 Both 1QIsaa and 4QIsac support the Qere reading תב of the masorah parva of the Leningrad Codex B19 A 
(픐L). This does not affect the syntax, however, and will not be discussed here.
145 Of course, this could be a one time occurrence.
146 The scribe of 4Q57 used the paleo-Hebrew script for the divine name and associated epithets (see DJD 
32:2, 45–74).
147 DJD 32:2, 103. Cf. Isaiah 10:34 above.
148 The determination on the absolute form, per 1QIsaa and 픐L, is broadly attested in EBH; See JM §139.
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plural noun, adjective, or participle in the construct state whereby the determination of the syn-
tagm is evident by the inclusion of the determination on nomen rectum.149 The scribe perhaps was
influenced by other texts such as 1QM 14, 11 and 4Q491 8-10 I, 8 where the determination was not
used. However, it is difficult to say that a textual dependency was operative on such little evidence.
4.2.3.15. Isaiah 10:34 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 10:34
1QIsaa 10, 19-20ףקנו י֯כבס רעיה לזרבב ןונבלהו רידאב לופי
픐Lףַקִּנְו יֵכְבִס רַעַיַּה לֶזְרַבַּבּ ןוֹנָבְלַּהְו ריִדּאְַבּ לוֹפִּי
There are no diachronic syntactical variances to note in Isaiah 10:34.
4.2.3.16 Isaiah 11:1 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 11:1
1QIsaa 10, 20אציו רטח ֗עזגמ ישי רצנו וישרושמ הרפי
픐Lאָצָיְו רֶֹטח עַזֵגִּמ יָשִׁי רֶצֵנְו ויָשָׁרָשִּׁמ הֶרְפִי
There are no diachronic syntactical variances to note in Isaiah 11:1.
4.2.3.17 Isaiah 11:2 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 11:2
1QIsaa 10, 20-21החנו וילע חור הוהי חור המכח הניבו חור הצע ה֯רובגו חור תעד תאריו 
הוהי
픐Lהָחָנְו ויָלָע ַחוּר הָוהְי ַחוּר הָמְכָח הָניִבוּ ַחוּר הָצֵע הָרוּבְגוּ ַחוּר תַעַדּ תאְַרִיְו 
הָוהְי
There are no diachronic syntactical variances to note in Isaiah 11:2.
149 Martin Abegg Jr., Qumran non-biblical Manuscripts, (version 4.0.; Altamonte Springs: OakTree Software 
Inc., 2009) n.p.
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4.2.3.18. Isaiah 11:3 as Extant in 1QIsaa and 픐L
Isa 11:3
1QIsaa 10, 21-22וחירהו תאריב הוהי ואול הארמל וינע טופשי ואול עמשמל ונזוא 
חיכוי
픐Lוֹחיִרֲהַו תאְַרִיְבּ הָוהְי ְוֹאלהֵאְרַמְל־ ויָניֵע טוֹפְּשִׁי ְוֹאלעַמְשִׁמְל־ ויָנְזאָ ַחיִכוֹי
There are no diachronic syntactical variances to note in Isaiah 11:3.
4.2.3.19. Isaiah 11:4 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 11:4
                                                                                  ב
1QIsaa 10, 22-23טפשו קדצב םילד חיכוהו רושימב י֗י֗נעל ץראה הכהו ץראה טשב ויפ 
ׅ̇ת ׅ̇מ ׅ̇ו ׅ̇י ׅ̇ע ׅ̇ש ׅ̇ר חורבו ויתפש תמוי עשר
4Q57 6, 1-2[   ]°[ ]°°֯ק֯דצ[ ]
[ ]                     ת֗ומ֗י עשר
픐Lטַפָשְׁו קֶדֶצְבּ םיִלַּדּ ַחיִכוֹהְו רוֹשׁיִמְבּ יֵוְנַעְל־ץֶראָ ־הָכִּהְוץֶרֶא טֶבֵשְׁבּ ויִפּ 
ַחוּרְבוּ ויָתָפְשׂ תיִמָי עָשָׁר
There are three variances to note in Isaiah 11:4, two of which are likely related and will discussed
together. The variances of ץראה were probably attempts to clarify the sense of the passage. To fur-
ther support the claim of clarifying the sense, the syntagm in 픐L implies a determined status on
the basis of the construct relationship.150 Thus, the 1QIsaa readings are according to the plain sense
of the text, and are made explicit by the inclusion of the determination.
The variance between 1QIsaa and 4Q57 תומי (hopʿal Imperf. 3rd masc. sing. √תומ) and 픐L
תימי (hipʿil Imperf. 3rd masc. sing. √תומ) shows a difference between the passive and active forms.
Given that both 1QIsaa and 4Q57 agree, there is a chance that 픐L attests to a mechanical error with
a confusion of the wāw/yôd. It is not implausible that both the scribes of 1QIsaa and 4Q57 have
150 This is further evident by the many translators, both ancient and contemporary, who have likewise sensed 
a determined status in both occurrences of ץרא (cf. 픊, 픖, NRSV, NIV, ESV). On the other hand, JPS translates the sec-
ond occurrence as indeterminate (“He shall strike down a land with the rod of his mouth . . . ”). By translating the sec-
ond occurrence with the indeterminate, the reading gives the sense that the impending judgment is a generalization 
whereby any land whose leaders do not uphold justice and integrity for its people will incur such a judgment. How-
ever, this reading does not concord with the development of the pericope of 11:2–5, unless it were treated as a escha-
tological statement such as “He shall strike down every land with the rod of his mouth” as a literary prelude to Isaiah 
13–22 (see JM §137i, but notice however this requires that ץרא was understood as collective noun).
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emended their text according to the sense of the passage.151 In addition, the corpora of EBH, LBH,
and QH do not show any diachronic trends for a preference for passive over active.152 It is difficult
to say either way what best accounts for the variance here.
4.2.3.20. Isaiah 11:5 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 4Q57, and 픐L
Isa 11:5
1QIsaa 10, 23-24ה֗יהו קדצ רוזא וינתמ  הנומאו רוזא  ויצלח
4Q57 6, 2היהו קדצ ֯ר֯ו֯ז֗א[ ] ◦[ ]◦[ ]◦       ] ח[ויצ֯ל
픐Lהָיָהְו קֶדֶצ רוֹזֵא ויָנְתָמ הָנוּמֱאָהְו רוֹזֵא ויָצָלֲח
The difference between 1QIsaa הנומאו and 픐L הנומאהו likewise attests to a variance involving the
determination. As with 11:4 above, there are no diachronic changes in the syntax of the determina-
tion that can be adduced to explain the variances between the Mss. In 4Q161 f8 10:16, the DJD edi-
tors propose a reading of ֯א֯ו]הנומ[ . The reconstruction of the wāw and ʾālep seems correct when
one consults the infrared images of the fragment:
PAM M42.453153
The two lower strokes of the second word in line 16 are consistent with the same ligature of the
second word לאו of line 18, thus granting evidence to affirm that 4Q161 reads in agreement with
151 On this reading, Kutscher merely notes “Reason?” (Kutscher, LLBIS, 403).
152 Some have argued the reverse is true of LBH (see Sáenz-Badillos, HHL, 118, 145).
153 Najib Anton Albina, “Plate 600, 585, 583 B-283941,” The Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library (http:/
/www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-361576; Accessed May 17, 2014). Cf. DJD 5, 11–15.
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1QIsaa.154 Paulson Pulikottil has noted, nevertheless, 
[A]t this point the pesher does not show any particular exegetical interest in dropping the 
article. Moreover, since the LXX also agrees with the scroll and the pesharim, it could well 
reflect a common text rather than an intentional change.155
Thus, there are two options. The first option is that the scribe of 1QIsaa has replicated his
Vorlage, and 4Q161 likewise attests to the Vorlage. However, the reading of 픐L convolutes the paral-
lelism and syntax of the sentence. The sentence begins with the description that “righteousness
will be the belt around his waist.” “Righteousness” (קדצ) here is anarthrous. The description con-
tinues with the second independent clause (marked by the wāw). Syntactically, one would expect
הנומא to likewise be anarthrous, as the second quality used to characterize the “belt.” As for the
reading of 픐L under this option, the inclusion of the determination (= 픐L) is perhaps a later scrib-
al error. The second option is that both the scribe of 1QIsaa and 4Q161 both emended their text, as-
suming their Vorlagen reflects a text like 픐L, to solve grammatical difficultly presented by the de-
termination marker.
4.2.3.21. Summary of Case Study 3
Among the 214 extant words in the second case study of Isaiah 10:20–11:5, eight variances find ex-
planation by syntactical change (10:26, 10:29, 10:30, 10:32, 11:4[3x], 11:5). In addition, the case studies
continue to reveal two sorts of changes. Some syntactical changes were motivated by the interpre-
tive interests of the scribe (e.g., Isaiah 11:4 ץראה [2x]), in which case changes were made in at-
tempts to clarify the semantics of the sentence. Other variances (e.g., 10:26) were made on account
154 Admittedly, the wāw does seem to have a slight curvature which is inconsistent with the scribal hand else-
where in the fragment. However, the degree to which the second stroke angles back is not congruent with the 
palaeography of the ה.
155 Pulikottil, TBTQ, 192.
106
of diachronic syntactical changes in the language of the scribe. Both of these changes lend additio-
nal support to buttress the claim that a scribe could participate in the formation of the text in Sec-
ond Temple era. Furthermore, it demonstrates the need, as addressed in chapter 2, for method-
ological analysis of textual transmission to move beyond assessing variances vis-à-vis manuscript
stemma.
4.2.4. Case Study 4: Isaiah 13:1–9
Given the twenty-two extant scrolls, this passage is the most widely attested. The desire to avoid
selection bias is maintained, for it is by chance that this portion of Isaiah has remained extant in
the various scrolls and fragments. By selecting a passage with the most extant verses of Isaiah, the
hypothesis is further tested in attempts to determine whether quantity of manuscripts reveals
more variances per word count. Thus far in the study, a generalization of one syntactical change
occurs for every 28 words can be made.
4.2.4.1. Isaiah 13:1 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q55, 4Q59, and 픐L
Isa 13:1
1QIsaa 11, 12אשמ לבב רשא הזוח היעשי ןב ץומא
1Q8 5 b, 4[  ]
4Q55 8, 4[  ]
4Q59 19,  7]מ[אש לבב ֯רשא ]הזח[
픐Lאָשַּׂמ לֶבָבּ רֶשֲׁא הָזָח וּהָיְעַשְׁי ץוֹמאָ־ןֶבּ
The variance between the perfect (픐L) with the participle (1QIsaa) is 
Of the five changes of the perfect to the participle discussed above, three (Isaiah 28:16, Isai-
ah 44:12; Isaiah 57:1) provide additional evidence to understand the variance in Isaiah 1:13 as relat-
ed to pragmatics of an ongoing or iterative action. This is, concerning the issue in Isaiah 13:1, as the
incipit to the subsequent oracle, the scribe of 1QIsaa perhaps changed the perfect to the participle
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on the basis of literary developments. It clues the reader into the unfolding and ongoing judg-
ments on the nations, the content of chapters (13–22). Whether this is sure case of diachronic
change, however, requires additional research in the verbal changes of LBH and/or QH.
4.2.4.2. Isaiah 13:2 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q55, 4Q59, and 픐L
Isa 13:2
1QIsaa 11, 12–13לע רה הפשנ ואש סנ ומירה לוק םהל ופינה די אובי יחתפ םיבידנ
1Q8 5 b, 5              ]אש[ו סנ ֯ו֗מירה לוק םהל ֯ינה]ופ[
4Q55 8, 4ל֗ע רה הפשנ ואש סנ ומירה לוק םהל ופינה די ואבי יחתפ ֗ם֗יבידנ
4Q59 19, 7]                                   וק[ל םהל ופינה די ואביו[] 
픐Lלַע הֶפְּשִׁנ־רַה סֵנ־וּאְשׂ וּמיִרָה לוֹק םֶהָל וּפיִנָה דָי וֹּאבָיְו יֵחְתִפּ םיִביִדְנ
First to note is the conjunctive wāw variance. The wāw variances are a marked feature of the scrib-
al freedom in the Second Temple era. Given that the preceding verbs lack a wāw, perhaps the
scribe of 1QIsaa removed the wāw to match the previous verbs, or perhaps the scribe of 4Q59 (=
픐L) included the wāw stylistic reasons. It is difficult to say.
The change in person from third (4Q55 = 4Q59 = 픐L) to the singular (1QIsaa) most likely re-
flects an attempt of the scribe of 1QIsaa to clarify the subject of the verb. The antecedent was most
likely understood as סנ (banner), whereas the antecedent for the plural form is vague.
4.2.4.3. Isaiah 13:3 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q55, 4Q59, and 픐L
Isa 13:3
1QIsaa 11, 13ינא יתיוצ ישדקמל מג יתארק ירובג יפאל יזילע יתוא֯ג
1Q8 5 b, 6]                           רק[ית֗א ירבג יפאל יזיל֗ע אג]יתו[
4Q55 8, 5]                                              אל[יפ יזילע יתואג
4Q59 19, 8[  ]
픐Lיִנֲא יִתיֵוִּצ יָשָׁדֻּקְמִל םַגּ יִתאָרָק יַרוֹבִּג יִפּאְַל יֵזיִלַּע יִתָוֲאַגּ
There are no variances of syntactical difference to note in Isaiah 13:3.
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4.2.4.4. Isaiah 13:4 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q55, 4Q56, 4Q59, and 픐L
Isa 13:4
1QIsaa 11, 13-14לוק ןומה םירהב תומד ֗מע בר לוק ןואש תוכלממ םיאוג םיפסנ הוהי תואבצ 
דקפמ אבצ המחלמ
1Q8 5 b, 7]                                                              םיוג[ םיפס֗א֯נ ׄהוהי ת֯ו֯אׄב֯צ 
֯פׄמ]דק[
4Q55 8, 5-6לוק ֗ןומה םירהב ֗מד]תו םע[ בר לוק ןואש תוכלממ[  ] 
[ ]           המחל֗מ
4Q56 7, 1-2וקל ןומה םירהב תומ֗ד םע בר ֯ק]לו]                                      [צ[תואׄב 
דיקפמ אׄבצ המחלמ
4Q59 19, 8]ק[ל֯ו ֗ן֯ו֗מ֗ה םירה֗ב
픐Lלוֹק ןוֹמָה םיִרָהֶבּ תוּמְדּ בָר־םַע לוֹק ןוֹאְשׁ תוֹכְלְמַמ םִיוֹגּ םיִפָסֱאֶנ הָוהְי תוֹאָבְצ 
דֵקַּפְמ אָבְצ הָמָחְלִמ
Two factors may contribute in explaining this variance. First, given that the subject of the partici-
ple is הוהי, this perhaps attests to a interpretive variance in the reading of 4Q56. The gathering of
the army was likely understood as an action orchestrated by הוהי, in which case the causative stem
conveyed this interest of the scribe. Second, the scribe of 4Q56 changed the piʿel to the hipʿil in
light of the low frequency of the lemma דקפ in the piʿel (which occurs only once here).
It is difficult to affirm the first option in light of the data of the second, which is to say, the
lemma דקפ occurs most frequently in the qal or hipʿil. Given the context of the verse, the scribe of
4Q56 most likely over looked the meaning דקפ has in its piʿel form, namely, “to muster an army.”156
4.2.4.5. Isaiah 13:5 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q55, 4Q56, and 픐L
Isa 13:5
1QIsaa 11, 15םיאב ץראמ קחרמ הצקמ םימשה הוהי ילכו ומעז לבחל לכ ץראה
1Q8 5 b, 8]                               ימשה[֯ם ]והי[֗ה ילכ֗ו ומעז ל֗בחל ֗כ]ל[
4Q55 8, 6םיאב ֯ר֗אמ]ץ [קחרמ הצק֯מ םימשה[ ] 
4Q56 7, 2-3םיאב ץראמ  קחרמ ֯צקמ]ה]                                 [כ[ל ץראה
픐Lםיִאָבּ ץֶרֶאֵמ קָחְרֶמ הֵצְקִמ םִיָמָשַּׁה הָוהְי יֵלְכוּ וֹמְעַז לֵבַּחְל ץֶראָָה־לָכּ
156 s.v., “דקפ,” HALOT, 3:957. See also “דקפ,” TLOT, 228.
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There are no variances of syntactical difference to note in Isaiah 13:5.
4.2.4.6. Isaiah 13:6 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q55, 4Q56, and 픐L
Isa 13:6
1QIsaa 11, 16וליליה יכ בורק םוי הוהי דשכ ידשמ אובי
4Q55 8, 7]                    י[ם֯ו הוהי דשכ ֯ש֗מ]יד[ אובי
4Q56 7, 3וליליה יכ בורק םוי הוהי דש֗כ ידשמ ֯ובי]א[
픐Lוּליִליֵה יִכּ בוֹרָק םוֹי הָוהְי ֹדשְׁכּ יַדַּשִּׁמ אוֹבָי
There are no variances of syntactical difference to note in Isaiah 13:6.
4.2.4.7. Isaiah 13:7 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q55, 4Q56, and 픐L
Isa 13:7
1QIsaa 11, 16לע ןכ לוכ ןידי לכו בבל שונא סמי
1Q8 5 b, 9]     כ[֗ל[ ]םיד֯י ֗הניפרת לכו[ ]
4Q55 8, 7לע ןכ לכ םידי היניפרת ֯לכו[ ]
4Q56 7, 4]                                      א[שונ סאמי
픐Lןֵכּ־לַע לָכּ־םִיַדָי הָניֶפְּרִתּ בַבְל־לָכְו שׁוֹנֱא סָמִּי
There are no variances of syntactical difference to note in Isaiah 13:7.
4.2.4.8. Isaiah 13:8 as Extant in 1QIsaa, 1Q8, 4Q55, 4Q56, and 픐L
Isa 13:8
1QIsaa 11, 16-17ולהבנו םיריצ םילבחו ןוזחאי הדלויכ ןוליחי שיא לא והער והמתי וינפ םיבהל 
םהינפ
1Q8 5 b, 10]                                                      שיא[ ל֯א הער]ו[
4Q55 8, 8]                                              יחי[ןול שיא לא והער והמתי ינפ םיבהל 
םהינפ
4Q56 7, 4-5֗ולהבנו םירי֗צ ילבחו]ם[ ]                                          [והמתי ינפ םיבהל 
םהינפ
픐Lוּלָהְבִנְו םיִריִצ םיִלָבֲחַו ןוּזֵחֹאי הָדֵלוֹיַּכּ ןוּליִחְי שׁיִא וּהֵעֵר־לֶא וּהָמְתִי יֵנְפּ םיִבָהְל 
םֶהיֵנְפּ
The final case study presents only one variance of the wāw. Again, this does not seemingly find ex-
planation by means of diachronic syntactical change.
4.2.4.9. Summary of Case Study 4
Of the 101 extant words in 1QIsaa, four syntactical changes were surfaced. These changes continue
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to demonstrate the scribe’s participation in the structure and shape of the text, particularly at the
level of clarifying syntactical issues. There were no changes that explicitly related to LBH and/or
QH features. Lastly, the quantity of scrolls and fragments did not necessarily turn up more vari-
ances than the previous case studies.
4.3. Summary and Conclusion of Case Studies
In this chapter, I have examined four case studies consisting of 522 words. The case studies turned
up a total of 28 syntactical variances. Thus, a general description can be made with a syntactical
variance occurring once in every 18 words. The syntactical differences are either prompted by the
scribe’s interest to clarify the clausal and phrasal relationships or by diachronic changes in the
scribes language. This amount of variance seems to justify the need for a comprehensive analysis
of the entire text of Isaiah. With the case studies complete, it is now time to turn to the concluding
chapter of the thesis. The final chapter will return to the importance of the methodology used
herein, particularly as it relates to transmission theories.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION
5.0. Summary and Affirmation of the Hypothesis of Syntactical Change
The study began with the hypothesis of whether syntactical change has been incorporated in the
four reigning transmission theories in scholarship today. In chapter 2, a survey of each of the trans-
mission theories revealed that by and large issues of syntax have been overlooked or have not been
incorporated into the theorists methodology. To determine how syntax should be incorporated,
chapter 3 set out the historical linguistic methodology used to determine syntactical change. Theo-
retically, the syntactical change hypothesis could be applied to any of the biblical Dead Sea Scrolls,
yet the present study focused only on sections from the book of Isaiah. The purpose for restricting
the methodology to Isaiah was two-fold. On the one hand, the Great Isaiah Scroll was castigated by
text-critics upon its discovery; the underlying methodological presumptions and a preference for
픐 dominated text-critical methodologies prior to the discovery of the DSS. On the other hand, re-
cent scholarship has affirmed that a still-fluid text is characteristic of Second Temple Judaism.
Scholars have thus argued that 픐 is only a text, and it should not be treated as the defining text for
scribal activities of the Second Temple era. Thus, the present study has approached the Isaiah
scrolls and fragments as reliable witnesses to Second Temple scribal activity and textual transmis-
sion. Lastly, The case studies of chapter 4 tested the hypothesis of whether a particular group of
changes could rightly be categorized as syntactical changes and therefore adequately explain some
of the observable variances in the Isaiah scrolls. In this concluding chapter, it is time to close out
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the study by revisiting the hypothesis as it pertains to textual transmission theories.
5.1. Affirmation of Hypothesis: Syntactical Change Accounts for Some Textual Variances
At the outset of the study, the question was raised whether the predominant transmission theories
had incorporated historical linguistics to account for the homogeneity and disparity of readings
between scrolls and manuscripts. A survey of the four reigning transmission theories demonstrat-
ed that, while the linguistic categories of orthography, phonology, and morphology had received
meticulous attention by Tov, syntax has gone unexamined for the most part. Talmon’s theory of
Multiple Pristine texts utilized syntax on an ad hoc basis, but Talmon did not make historical lin-
guistics or syntax an explicit methodological premise. Consequently, a linguistic methodology was
developed to determine whether syntax accounts for some of the differences between the Judaean
Desert Isaiah scrolls, fragments, and 픐. As a result of the case studies, the hypothesis of syntacti-
cal change can be affirmed. The randomized data presented here evinces a textual variant that is
best explained by means of syntactical change of at least two sorts: diachronic and clarification.
Some variances indicate that syntactical change was the result of a scribe intervening in
the text so as to clarify phrasal and clausal relationships (e.g., רבע׳הרבעמב Isa 10:29). With regard
to these syntactical clarifications, the scribal practice evinces a level of freedom whereby the
scribe participated in the ongoing textual growth of Isaiah. Other variances also exhibit a level of
freedom and are likewise related to syntax, yet they fall in line more with diachronic changes in
the language of the scribe. While there are times when diachronic changes overlap with and even
perhaps caused the clarification changes, they too attest to a level of freedom in the transmission
of the text of Isaiah.
While the next step would be to comprehensively analyze the entire Isaiah corpus and
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larger biblical scrolls, I would like to address two important implications of this study. The first is
the need to integrate a historical linguistic methodology into existing transmission theories, and
the second is the benefit that a historical linguistic approach offers textual assessment.
5.2. Integrating Historical Linguistics into Theories of Textual Transmission
The philological methodology used in any textual analysis is established by the criteria(on) used to
formulate its categories. The Age of the Enlightenment has handed over a philological approach
whereby textual transmission centered around the categorical title of “recensions.” Within Enlight-
enment Philology, or Lachamannian Philology,1 categories are founded by the result of collating
texts on the basis of filial relationships. Recensions are a genetic posterior witness to the, often
time, non-extant anterior archetype. Textual variation between the manuscripts then reflect the
genetic makeup of each extant witness. The criteria of discerning textual families is founded on
the process of discerning textual stemma, the DNA of each family, upon which additional manu-
scripts can be measured. Such a philological approach primes its critic to perceive textual varia-
tion in the negative, that is, the philological process is to “ferret out” inferior readings. The scribe is
conceived of as the printing press of the modern era—his goal was the faithful replication of his
Vorlage.
The influence of Lachmannian Philology, or ‘lower-critical’ method, is evident in the Local
Text theory, whereby it was said three textual families (Egyptian [OG], Babylonian [Pre-MT], and
Palestinian) were recensions to an archetype or Urtext. Indeed, the influence is also observable in
the very categorical titles of Tov’s Non-aligned theory, which is not to say that Tov is in agreement
1 See Sebastiano Timpanaro, The Genesis of Lachmann's Method (Translated by Most Glenn W.. Chicago; Lon-
don: The University of Chicago Press, 2005)
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with the Local Text recensions proposal. Rather, the point here is that philological methods of the
previous era are at odds with the data now observable in the scrolls and fragments from the Dead
Sea and refuge caves—yet the influence of Lachmannian philology is patently evident. A study as
conducted here demonstrates the need to include the insights of historical linguistics into trans-
mission theories of the Hebrew Bible.
However, it should also be recognized that the Lachmannian Philological methodology of-
fers an important comparative tool for locating textual differences—the very act of collation is the
process to learn of the disparity between witnesses. At an etic level, as observers of the available
extant data, we can compare texts to learn of the variation inherent within them. The problem,
however, is when we attempt to utilize Lachmannian Philology at the emic level, that is, for the ex-
periential level of the scribe. Ulrich has eloquently captured the categorical confusion when he
writes, 
The present situation in scholarship is that there is a need for a revised mentality and for a 
paradigmatic revision in our categories and criteria. The reason that the scriptural scrolls 
surprise us is not the scroll texts themselves but our categories and criteria for assessing 
the biblical text in antiquity. The common default mentality of biblical scholars (or, our 
faulty mentality) is that the Masoretic text is the standard text and canon of the Hebrew 
Bible, and that texts (or books) which are not identical to the Masoretic Text are sectarian, 
or vulgar, or nonbiblical. But the problem is not the scrolls, but rather (a) the 
presuppositions of scholars and students, and (b) the theories regarding the history of the 
biblical text.2
For the purpose of identifying variances, the collation component of Lachmannian philology is
helpful, but its limitations are apparent when attempting to explain the variances. A great deal of
the variances discussed in chapter 4 evidenced neither different recensions of Isaiah nor scribal
2 Eugene Ulrich, “The Text of the Hebrew Scriptures at the Time of Hillel and Jesus,” in Congress Volume Basel 
2001 (ed. A. Lemaire; VTSup; Brill, 2002); 92. Quoted in George Brooke, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Demise of the 
Distinction Between Higher and Lower Criticism,” in New Directions in Qumran Studies: Proceedings of the Bristol 
Colloquium on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 8–10 September 2003 (eds. L. Pietersen W.J. Lyons and J.G. Campbell; LSTS; London:
T&T Clark, 2005); 40–41. 
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errors in the transmission process. Rather, the variances give insight into the some of the issues en-
countered by the scribe at the syntactical level, both in regards to diachronic and clarification rea-
sons.3 The scribe would intervene on occasions where syntactical issues required clarification or
diachronic updating. The insights were gained through applying historical linguistic methodology,
not the traditional philological approach known as Lachmman’s method.
To go about analyzing texts by means of various historical linguistic methodology
promises to be a helpful tool whereby textual variance can be rigorously assessed by the categories
of orthography, phonology, morphology, and syntax—under the larger social issues of scribal
culture, Second Temple interpretive techniques, and various other functional issues at work in the
transmission of the text. The importance of applying a historical linguistic methodology has
received comment by George Brooke, who stated, 
This [linguistic] categorization is helpful, firstly because it begins with significant and 
insignificant variants the vast majority of which cannot be described suitably on any view 
as errors. The old view of scribes as predominantly responsible for the corruption of an 
original text is neatly avoided, and within the range of variants it is possible to see room 
for deliberate exegetical improvements being introduced into the texts.23 In addition it is 
helpful to see that at least in this case there is no necessary prioritizing of one manuscript 
or manuscript tradition over another; too often, even when text critics acknowledge the 
need for neutrality, the MT becomes the normative base text and all variants are deemed 
deviations from it. It should be noted that the understanding of the variants in the 
manuscripts of Isaiah is not as difficult as for some scriptural books for which there are 
one or more editions or recensions.4
The final sentence of Brooke’s comment is helpful to underline the need for a comprehensive
study of this sort. Once a comprehensive study is complete, the methodology can be applied to
other more difficult texts. It stands to reason more difficult texts will further enhance the method-
3 See also Shemaryahu Talmon, “DSIa as a Witness to Ancient Exegesis of the Book of Isaiah,” ASTI 1 (1962): 
62-72.
4 G. Brooke, “Demise,” 32–33.
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ology or lead to further emendation. Nevertheless, textual transmission theories must move be-
yond a mere Lachmannian philological approach and adopt a historical linguistic approach in its
place. The benefits of a historical linguistic approach are intimated above by Brooke and the
present study can add one more.
5.3. A Benefit of the Historical Linguistic Methodology
Perhaps the most beneficial component of the present study has been the methodological insight
that historical linguistics offers in terms of assessing whether exegetical tendentiousness was a fac-
tor in particular readings. This perhaps was explicit in the analysis of 1QIsaa 1, 7 reading of וממשו
הילע. Pulikottil suggested a tendentious reading on behalf of the scribe 1QIsaa. According to Pu-
likottil, the scribe was interlinking Isaiah 1:7 with Leviticus 26:32–33. Such apparent textual depen-
dency was enough for Pulikottil to postulate that the scribe believed the judgment promised in the
Leviticus passage was being enacted on the city in the time of the scribe. However, a close and
careful application of the historical linguistic methodology revealed a more likely explanation,
that is, the scribe was clarifying the difficult syntactical relationships in the sentence.
From this particular example, it should be noted that a comprehensive analysis of the Isai-
ah scrolls would do well to work through various levels of data as developed here. That is, first the
variances are identified by means of textual comparisons. Once the comparison has been made
and textual variances notated, each variant is then categorized according to the linguistic category
it belongs. For syntactical variants, a close analysis of the text is then performed in an attempt to
learn whether issues of clarification or diachronic changes account for the reading. If no such
changes account for the reading at a linguistic level, then the analysis should proceed to consider
pragmatic issues, such as, inter-textual development, tendentiousness, or exegetical developments.
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Such a methodological pecking order ensures a cautious approach, so as to prevent reading too
much into a textual variant. This is not say the same results would be produced each and every
time; rather, it provides a pragmatic advantage in attempts to understand issues in the transmis-
sion of the text in Second Temple Judaism.
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APPENDIX A
EXTANT JUDAEAN DESERT SCROLLS AND FRAGMENTS OF ISAIAH
The following Appendix is a catalogue of the extant scrolls and fragments of Judaean Desert
Scrolls. The critical edition of each scroll or fragment is listed, along with contents of Isaiah (listed
both according to the scroll and fragment, as well as the Hebrew Bible versification), and the date
of the scroll or fragment. The dates are according to the editor of each scroll and/or fragment per
the critical edition.
1QIsaa (1QIsaiaha) “The Great Isaiah Scroll”
Critical Editions: Burrows, M. (ed.), The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s Monastery (New
Haven: American Schools of Oriental Research, 1950). pls. I–LIV; Cross,
F.M. et al. (eds.), Scrolls from Qumrân Cave I: The Great Isaiah Scroll, The
Order of the Community, The Pesher Habakkuk (John C. Trevor
photographer; Jerusalem: Albright Institute of Archaeological Research
and the Shrine of the Book, 1972) 13–123. pls I–LIV; Parry, D.W. and E.
Qimron, The Great Isaiah Scroll (1QIsaa): A New Edition (STDJ 32; Leiden,
Brill, 1999); Flint, Peter W. and Eugene Ulrich (eds.), Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert: Qumran Cave 1 (DJD XXXII; 2 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 2010).
Contents: Col. I Isa 1:1–26; Col. II Isa 1:26–2:21; Col. III Isa 2:21–3:24; Col. IV Isa 3:24–
5:14; Col. V Isa 5:14–6:7; Col. VI Isa 6:7–7:15; Col. VII Isa 7:15–8:8; Col. VIII Isa
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8:8–9:11; Col. IX Isa 9:11–10:14; Col. X Isa 10:14–11:12; Col. XI Isa 11:12–14:1; Col.
XII Isa 14:1–29; Col. XIII Isa 14:29–16:14; Col. XIV Isa 16:14–18:7; Col. XV Isa
18:7–19:23; Col. XVI Isa 19:23–21:15; Col. XVII Isa 21:15–22:14; Col. XVIII Isa
22:24–24:4; Col. XIX Isa 24:4–35:5; Col. XX Isa 25:6–26:18; Col. XXI Isa 26:19–
28:2; Col. XXII Isa 28:2–24; Col. XXIII Isa 28:24–29:21; Col. XXIV Isa 29:21–
30:20; Col. XXV Isa 30:20–31:4; Col. XXVI Isa 31:5–33:1; Col. XXVII Isa 33:1–24;
Col. XXVIII Isa 34:1–36:2; Col. XXIX Isa 36:3–20; Col. XXX Isa 36:20–37:24;
Col. XXXI Isa 37:24–38:8; Col. XXXII Isa 40:2–28; Col. XXXIII Isa 40:2–28;
Col. XXXIV Isa 40:28–41:23; Col. XXXV Isa 41:23–42:17; Col. XXXVI Isa 42:18–
43:20; Col. XXXVII Isa 43:20–44:23; Col. XXXVIII Isa 44:23–45:21; Col. XXXIX
Isa 45:21–47:11; Col. XXXIX Isa 45:21–47:11; Col. XLI Isa 49:50:1; Col. XLII Isa
50:1–51:13; Col. XLIII Isa 51:13–52:12; Col. XLIV Isa 52:13–54:5; Col. XLV Isa
54:4–55:8; Col. XLVI Isa 55:8–57:2; Col. XLVII Isa 57:2–58:6; Col. XLVIII Isa
58:6–59:17; Col. XLIX Isa 59:17–61:4; Col. L Isa 61:4–63:4; Col. LI Isa 63:4–
65:4; Col. LII Isa 65:4–18; Col. LIII Isa 65:19–66:14; Col. LIV Isa 66:14–42).
Date: ca. 125–100 BCE1 (middle Hasmonaean)
1Q8 (1QIsab or 1QIsaiahb) “The Smaller Isaiah Scroll”
Critical Editions: Sukenik, E.L., The Dead Sea Scrolls of the Hebrew University (N. Avigad and
Y. Yadin, eds.; Jerusalem: Hebrew University and Magnes Press, 1955); Flint,
Peter W. and Eugene Ulrich, Discoveries in the Judaean Desert (DJD XXXII; 2
vols.; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2010); D. Barthélemy, O.P. and J.T. Milik,
Discoveries in the Judaean Desert: Qumran Cave I (DJD I; Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1955).
Contents: Col. III 7:22–8:1; Col. IV. 8:8 or 8:10?; Col. V frg. a 10:16–19; Col. V frg. b 12:3–8;
Col. VI frgs. a-b 13:16–19; Col. VI frgs. c-d 15:3–16:3; Col. VII frgs. a-b 16:5–12;
Col. VII frg. c 19:7–17; Col. VIII frgs. a-b 19:20–20:1; Col. VIII c-e 22:9-20; Col.
1 DJD XXXII, 61.
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IX frg. a 22:24–23:5; Col. IX frgs. b-f 24:18–8; Col. X 26:1–5; Col. XI frgs. a-c
28:15–21; Col. XI frgs. d-e 29:1–8; Col. XII frgs. a-b 30:10–15; Col. XII frgs. c-d
30:21–26; Col. XIII 32:17-20; Col. XIV 35:4–7; Col. XV frgs. a-f 37:7–13; Col. XVI
38:12–40:4; Col. XVII 41:3–24; Col XVIII 43:1–14, 20–27; Col. XIX 44:21–45:13;
Col. XX 46:3–14; Col. XXI 48:17–15; Col. XXII 50:7–51:11; Col. XXIII 52:7–54:6;
Col. XXIV 55:2–57:4; Col. XXV 57:17–8; Col. XXVI 59:20–61:2; Col. XXVII
62:2–64:11; Col. XXVIII Isa 65:17–66:24.
Date: ca. 37 BCE
4Q55 (4QIsaa or 4QIsaiaha)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents:  frg. 1, 1:1–3; frgs. 2-3, 2:7–10; frgs. 4-5, 4:5–5:1; frg. 6, 6:4–8; frg. 7, 11:11–15; frg. 8
12:4–13:16; frg. 9 17:9-14; frg. 10, 11 col. i, 12, 13, 14, 19:24–21:16; frgs. 11 col. ii, 15
22:13–23:12; frg. 16, ?; frg. 17 33:16–17(?); frg. 18, ?
Date: ca. 37 BCE
4Q56 (4QIsab or 4QIsaiahb)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frg. 1, 1:1–6; frg. 2, 2:3–16; frg. 3 col. i, 3:14–22; frg. 3 col. ii, 5:15–28; frg. 4, 9:10–
11; frg. 5, 11:7–9; frg. 6, 12:2; frg. 7, 13:3–18; frgs. 8–9, 17:8–18:1, frg. 10–11, 5–7;
frg. 11–12, 19:1–25; frg. 13, 20:1–4; frg. 14, 21:11–14; frg.15, 22:24–25; frg. 16 col i,
24:2, 4; frg. 16 col. ii, 17–20 26:1–5, 7–19; frg. 21, 35:9–10; frg. 21, 36:1–2; frgs.
22–23, 37:29–32; frgs. 24–25, 39:1–8; frgs. 24–25, 40:1–4; frg. 26, 40:22–26; frg.
27, 41:8–11; frgs. 28–30, 42:2–7, 9–12; frg. 21 col i, 43:12–15; frg. 31 col. ii, 44:19–
28; frg. 32, 45:20–25; frg. 33 col. i, 46:1–3; frg. 33 col. ii, 48:6–8; frg. 34, 49:21–
23; frg. 35, 51:1–2; frg. 36, 51:14–16; frg. 37, 52:2; frg. 38, 52:7; frg. 39, 53:11–12;
frg. 40, 61:1–3; frg. 41, 64:5–11; frg. 41, 65:1; frg. 42, 66:24
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Date: ca. 37 BCE
4Q57 (4QIsac or 4QIsaiahc)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frgs. 1–2, 49, 9:3–12; frgs. 3–5, 50, 10:23–33; frg. 6, 11:4–11; frg. 7, 11:14–21; frg. 8,
14:1–5; frg. 51, 14:13?; frg. 9 col. i, 22:10–14; frg. 10, 22:23; frgs. 9 col. ii, 12 col. i,
52, 23:8–24:15; frg. 13, 24:19–25:2; frg. 12 col. ii, 14–15, 53, 25:8–26:9; frgs. 16–17,
28:6–14; frgs. 18–20, 30:8–17; frgs. 21–22, 33:2–8; frgs. 23, 33:16–23; frg. 24,
44:3–7; frg. 54, 44:23; frgs. 25–26, 45:1–4, 6–8; frg. 27, 45:8–13; frg. 28, 48:10–
11; frg. 29, 48:12–13; frg. 30, 48:14–15; frg. 31, 48:17–19; frg. 32, 49:22; frg. 33–35,
55–57, 51:8–16; frg. 36–38, 52:10–53:3; frg. 39, 53:6–8; frg. 40, 54:3–5; frgs. 41–
42, 54:7–8; frg. 43, 54:9; frgs. 44–47, 54:9–55:7;
Date: ca. 50 BCE
4Q58 (4QIsad or 4QIsaiahd)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: Col. I frg. 1, 45:20; Col. II frg. 2, 46:10–47:6; Col. III frgs. 3–5, 47:8–9, 48:8–17;
Col. IV frgs. 6–10, 48:17–49:15; Col. VII frg. 11 col. i, 52:4–7; Col. VIII frg. 11 col.
ii, 53:8–54:2; Col. IX frg. 12, 54:2–11; Col. XI frg. 13 col. i, 57:9–17; Col. XII frgs.
13 col. ii, 14, 15, 57:18–58:3, 5–7
Date: ca. 75 BCE
4Q59 (4QIsae or 4QIsaiahe)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frg. 1, 2:1–4; frgs 2–3, 7:17–20; frgs. 4–10, 8:2–14; frgs. 7 col. ii, 11–16 i, 9:17–
10:10; frg. 16, 11:14–15; frgs. 17, 18 col. i, 19, 12:1–13:4; frgs. 20–22, 14:1–13; frgs 18
col. ii, 23–24, 14:20–24; frg. 25, 59:15–16
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Date: ca. 30–1 BCE
4Q60 (4QIsaf or 4QIsaiahf)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frgs. 1–2, 1:10–16; frgs. 3–6, 1:18–2:3; frg. 7, 5:13–14; frg. 8, 5:25; frgs. 9–10, 6:3–
8; frg. 11, 6:10–13; frg. 12 col. i, 7:16–18; frg. 13, 7:23–8:1; frgs. 12 col. ii, 14, 15,
8:4–11; frg. 16, 20:4–6; frg. 17, 22:14–22; frg. 18, 22:25; frg. 19–20, 24:1–3; frg. 21,
27:1; frg. 22, 27:5–6; frg. 23–24, 27:8–10; frg. 25, 27:11–12; frg. 26, 28:6–9; frg. 27,
28:16–17?; frg. 28, 28:18; frg. 29, 28:22; frg. 30, 28:24? frg. 31, 29:8?
Date: ca. 100–50 BCE
4Q61 (4QIsag or 4QIsaiahg)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frgs. 1–8, 42:14–43:4, 16–24;
Date: ca. 50–1 BCE
4Q62 (4QIsah or 4QIsaiahh)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frgs. 1–2, 42:4–11
Date: ca. 50 BCE
4Q62a (4QIsai or 4QIsaiahi)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frg. 1 56:7–8; frg. 2 57:5–8
Date: ca. 50 BCE
4Q63 (4QIsaj or 4QIsaiahj)
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Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: 1:1–6
Date: ca. 37 BCE
4Q64 (4QIsak or 4QIsaiahk)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frgs. 1–5, 28:26–29:9
Date: ca. 50 BCE
4Q65 (4QIsal or 4QIsaiahl)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frg. 1, 7:14–15; frg. 2, 8:11–14
Date: ca. 100–50 BCE
4Q66 (4QIsam or 4QIsaiahm)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frgs. 1–3, 60:20–61:1; frgs. 4–5, 61:3–6
Date: ca. 50 BCE
4Q67 (4QIsan or 4QIsaiahn)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: 58:13–14
Date: ca. 50 BCE
4Q68 (4QIsao or 4QIsaiaho)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
124
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frg. 1, 14:28–15:2
Date: ca. 100–50 BCE
4Q69 (4QIsap or 4QIsaiahp)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: frgs. 1–2, 5:28–30
Date: ca. 50 BCE
4Q69a (4QIsaq or 4QIsaiahq)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: 54:10–13
Date: ca. 30–1 BCE
4Q69b (4QIsar or 4QIsaiahr)
Critical Editions: Ulrich, Eugene C. et al. Qumran Cave 4, X: The Prophets. DJD XV. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1997.
Contents: 30:23
Date: ca. 150–30 BCE
5Q3 (5QIsa or 5QIsaiah)
Critical Editions: Baillet, M. Milik, J.T., and R. de Vaux, O.P. Les ‘Petites Grottes’ de Qumran.
vol. 2. DJD III. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962.
Contents: frg. 1, 40:16, 18–19
Date: ca. 15 BCE – 70 CE
Mur3 (MurIsa)
Critical Editions: P. Benoit, O.P., Milik, J.T., and R. de Vaux, O.P. Les Grottes de Murrabbaʿât.
DJD II. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961.
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Contents: 1:4–14
Date: ca. 20–84 CE
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